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 This dissertation focuses on a grammatical structure known as Differential Object 
Marking (DOM). DOM is the morphological marker that marks some but not all direct objects 
based on hierarchies such as animacy or referentiality (Aissen, 2008). In Spanish, the language 
that is the subject of this dissertation, animate and specific objects are marked with DOM, as in 
Juan ve a María ‘Juan sees DOM María’. However, as suggested by several recent studies (von 
Heusinguer & Kaiser, 2005; Tippets, 2010; Bautista-Maldonado & Montrul, 2019), considerable 
DOM variation exists when observed in actual usage. For example, in some communities, DOM 
is extending to inanimate objects, as in Juan ve al programa ‘Juan sees DOM the TV show’. In 
others, DOM is retracting and is being omitted with animate objects, as in Juan ve María ‘Juan 
sees María’. 
 The aim of this dissertation is to understand the sources of these variations by analyzing 
Mexican Spanish, a dialect that has been shown to extend DOM to inanimate objects (e.g. von 
Heusinguer & Kaiser, 2005), and Spanish of the U.S., which appears to be omitting DOM with 
animate objects (Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013). DOM variation has mostly been studied 
from a sociolinguistic perspective by analyzing speakers’ oral or written production. While 
informative, production cannot reveal everything. This dissertation aims to study DOM variation 
from a multidisciplinary perspective with the use of experimental tasks. Few studies on language 
variation have implemented a psycholinguistic methodology. Therefore, little is known about the 
way in which language variation is cognitively represented. 
In this dissertation, a group of monolingual native speakers from Mexico (N=32) and a 
group of Spanish-English bilinguals from the U.S., comprised of heritage speakers (N=35) and 
second language (L2) learners (N=42), completed four tasks. An oral narrative task and an oral 
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elicitation task were used to analyze participants’ production of DOM. An acceptability 
judgment task (AJT) served to test subtle knowledge of DOM variation. Finally, a reading task 
with eye-tracking examined participant’s online comprehension. The reading task aimed to 
examine whether DOM variation is already part of participants’ performance. Sentences used in 
the AJT and the reading task with eye-tracking varied by the use or omission of DOM, the 
animacy of the object and the word order of the sentence (Montrul, 2013; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 
2016; Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019). 
Results showed that DOM variation exists in Mexican Spanish; however, variation 
depended on the type of task and the type of sentence. For monolingual Mexican Spanish 
speakers, DOM extension was not observable in spontaneous oral production, but it manifested 
in participants’ judgments and especially in their processing mechanisms. Moreover, marked 
inanimate objects were more accepted in canonical word order sentences. This suggests that, 
with respect to language variation, processing and comprehension are affected early, whereas 
production is affected more gradually and slowly. Results also showed that DOM variation exists 
in the Spanish of the U.S. For bilingual speakers, variation depended on the type of task, the type 
of sentence and the type of bilingual. While heritage speakers showed more DOM omission in 
the AJT, L2 learners omitted DOM the most in the oral tasks. Moreover, DOM omission was 
less accepted with canonical word order sentences. Therefore, at least in the Spanish of the U.S., 
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1.1. Overview and Significance 
Differential Object Marking (DOM) is a phenomenon found in a large number of 
languages (Bossong, 1991; Sinnemäki, 2014) in which the case marking of the object noun 
phrase (NP) is determined by certain semantic factors. Concepts such as animacy, definiteness, 
specificity and topicality, among others, are often cited to explain the semantic contribution of 
the case marker in languages with DOM. This dissertation focuses on Spanish DOM, which is 
represented by the marker ‘a’, by concentrating on one specific property that triggers the use of 
DOM: the animacy of the object. In the normative grammar of Spanish, the prototypical case of 
DOM is to mark animate/human specific objects, as in (1.1a), but not specific and inanimate 
objects, as in (1.1b) 
(1.1) 
a. María vio    a   Juan 
            María saw DOM Juan 
          ‘María saw Juan’ 
b. María   vio   el programa 
María   saw the TV show 
          ‘María saw the TV show’ 
However, this analysis of DOM is prescriptive: it assumes categorical application of marking. 
Previous studies have reported variation in the use of DOM, as speakers appear to use DOM in 
contexts that do not follow this over-simplified model of the grammar. For example, DOM 
variation has been attested in several monolingual (Dumitrescu, 1997; von Heusinger & Kaiser, 
2005; Alfaraz, 2011; Montrul, 2013; Balasch, 2011; Tippets, 2010; Hoff, 2018) and bilingual 
 2 
(Montrul, 2004; Sánchez, 2003; Guijarro- Fuentes & Marinis, 2011; Guijarro-Fuentes, 2012; 
Montrul & Bowles, 2009; Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013; Montrul, Bhatt & Girju, 2015) 
communities. A common finding is that, in monolingual communities, such as Mexico or 
Argentina, DOM is extending to inanimate definite objects, as in (1.2a); however, in bilingual 
communities, where Spanish is in contact with non-DOM languages, DOM appears to be 
retracting, as in (1.2b).  
(1.2) 
a. Cosecharon al maíz 
             Harvested DOM the corn 
            ‘They harvested the corn’ 
(von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005) 
b. El hombre vio la chica y el lobo y el queria comer ella 
The man   saw the girl and the wolg and he wanted to eat her 
 ‘The man saw the girl and the wolf and he wanted to eat her’ 
(Montrul & Bowles, 2009) 
The goal of this dissertation is to better understand DOM variation by focusing on a 
group of monolingually1 raised native speakers of Mexican Spanish and a group of English-
Spanish bilingual speakers living in the U.S. Bilingual speakers included heritage speakers and 
second language (L2) learners. As discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4, previous studies on 
DOM variation have generally been conducted from a sociolinguistic perspective (von Heusinger 
& Kaiser, 2005; Alfaraz, 2011; Backus, 2014). Most of these studies have focused on analyzing 
                                               
1 Although the participants from Mexico learned English as an L2 and are now bilinguals, 
throughout this dissertation, the terms ‘monolingual’ and ‘native speaker’ will be used to 
describe participants who were monolingually-raised in an environment where Spanish is the 
majority language.  
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speakers’ oral and/or written language production. However, while informative, production 
cannot tell us everything. For example, the fact that someone produced sentence (1.2a) does not 
necessarily mean that he or she does not accept sentence (1.3). Therefore, this dissertation aims 
to develop a better understanding of the extension of DOM to inanimate objects by analyzing 
this variation from a multidisciplinary approach. In order to do so, speakers’ productive 
knowledge and receptive knowledge of DOM are analyzed. Speaker’s productive knowledge is 
analized with two oral tasks: a narrative task and an elicitation task. Speakers’ receptive 
knowledge is analyzed with an acceptability judgement task (AJT) and a reading task with eye-
tracking. AJTs are generally offline tasks, as we cannot analyze the decision-making process in 
action, but rather only see the result of a decision; while reading tasks with eye-tracking are 
online tasks as they measure speakers’ mental representations in real time. Therefore, online 
tasks, but not offline tasks, measure speakers’ unconscious and/or automatic response (e.g. 
reacting times) to a linguistic stimulus (e.g. a word) in real time.  
(1.3) 
Cosecharon el maíz 
            harvested    the corn 
           ‘They harvested the corn’ 
Previous studies on bilingual speakers, frequently based on prescriptive arguments, 
considered the omission of DOM with animate objects as ungrammatical. In most of these 
studies, bilingual speakers were compared to monolingual speakers, and the difference in DOM 
usage between these two groups was considered ‘incomplete acquisition’ in the case of speakers 
at early stages of development and ‘attrition’ in the case of adult immigrants. Instead of relying 
on the notion that there is a “right” and a “wrong” way to use DOM, this dissertation compares 
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heritage speakers with L2 learners to better understand DOM variation among these speakers. 
Both heritage speakers and L2 learners have been shown to sometimes, but not always, 
demonstrate DOM omission with animate objects. Moreover, unlike previous studies on the 
acquisition of DOM, which examined production, judgment data and online comprehension 
independently, this dissertation analyzes heritage speakers and L2 learners on all three of those 
aspects collectively. This should provide a more complete picture of their use of DOM to be able 
to understand DOM variation in the U.S. 
This dissertation is divided in two main studies: STUDY 1: The Productive and 
Receptive Knowledge of Spanish by Monolingual Speakers of Mexican Spanish; and STUDY 2: 
The Productive and Receptive Knowledge of Spanish DOM by Bilingual Speakers Living in the 
U.S. Both studies aim to better understand variation in DOM from a multidisciplinary 
perspective by analyzing speakers’ production, acceptability and online comprehension of DOM. 
Table 1 outlines the tasks and their objectives. Participants also completed a proficiency test and 
a background questionnaire.  
Table 1.1 Names and objectives of the tasks.  
Task: Objective:  Examining: 


















1.2. STUDY 1: Productive and Receptive Knowledge of Spanish by Monolingual Speakers 
of Mexican Spanish  
The goal of this study is to better understand the variation in the use of DOM that has 
been reported in Mexican Spanish. Previous studies have suggested that DOM is extending to 
inanimate objects in Mexican Spanish (von Heusinguer & Kaiser, 2005; Bautista-Maldonado & 
Montrul, 2019). For example, Tippets (2011) conducted a study on the use of DOM across three 
Spanish dialects (Argentinian Spanish, Peninsular Spanish and Mexican Spanish) and found that, 
while the use of DOM with inanimate objects was low overall, Mexican Spanish was the most 
innovative dialect: 8% (26/339) in Argentina; 5% (18/345) in Spain; and 15% (13/283) in 
Mexico. In another study, Bautista-Maldonado and Montrul (2019) looked at Mexican speakers’ 
production and acceptance of DOM. Participants completed an elicited production task and an 
AJT. Results suggested that the overextension of DOM was stronger in the judgment task than in 
the oral task.  
Building upon this existing research, this study uses experimental data to determine 
whether DOM overextension is part of Mexican Spanish speakers’ competence. Furthermore, 
this study collects data on Mexican speakers’ production and judgments of DOM. Considered 
together, data regarding speakers’ production, acceptability and online comprehension of DOM 
will provide a richer understanding of the development of DOM in Mexican Spanish. For 
example, results will reveal not only whether the use of DOM with inanimate objects is at an 
early or late stage of development, but also whether symmetry exists between speakers’ 
production and comprehension with respect to language variation and, if not, whether production 
precedes comprehension or vice versa. Moreover, results will serve to analyze whether speakers 
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accept the new uses of DOM. Finally, this study will also inform about whether at least in some 
varieties of Spanish, is undergoing a diachronic development by extending to inanimate objects. 
1.3. STUDY 2: Productive and Receptive Knowledge of Spanish DOM by Bilingual 
Speakers Living in the U.S. 
Study 2 aims to better understand the variation in the use of DOM that has been reported 
among bilingual speakers of Spanish living in the U.S. In order to do so, the study focuses on 
two types of bilingual speakers: heritage speakers and L2 learners. Heritage speakers are 
typically simultaneous and early successive bilinguals who are exposed to a minority language, 
in this case Spanish, at home since birth and to a dominant language, in this case English, in the 
community since birth or in childhood. L2 learners, on the other hand, are usually 
monolingually-raised students who begin acquiring an L2, in this case Spanish, during or after 
puberty and usually in a formal context (i.e. in a classroom). Although different in many aspects 
(i.e. time, context and mode of acquisition), these two types of speakers exhibit the same 
variation in their use of DOM: retraction. In other words, both groups of speakers omit DOM 
with specific and animate objects, as in Caperucita Roja visitó la abuelita ‘Little Red Riding 
Hood visited ø her grandmother’ (from Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013).  
As with the study of monolingual speakers, results of this second study of bilinguals will 
reveal whether there is symmetry between production and comprehension in language variation 
as well as whether this variation is at an early or late stage of development. Furthermore, by 
comparing the two types of bilingual speakers (i.e. heritage speakers and L2 learners) from a 
psycholinguistic perspective, the study should provide new empirical data that will contribute to 
theories of language processing. Because little research has been conducted on language 
processing by heritage speakers (Bolger & Zapata, 2011), the comparison of heritage speakers 
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and L2 learners could explain what factors, apart from age of acquisition, are relevant for 
language processing. Nevertheless, while the study compares heritage speakers to L2 learners, it 
does not focus on whether these two types of bilinguals can achieve a ‘native-like’ performance 
with DOM. Instead, the study simply investigates variation in bilinguals independently of how 
they compare to monolinguals (Browm, 1976; Bley-Vroman, 1983; Cook, 1992). This is 
consistent with the trend in the fields of second language acquisition and bilingualism to move 
away from the monolingual bias and the notion of always having a control group of native 
speakers. This is important because not only are monolinguals and bilinguals different (e.g. 
number of languages, input from each language etc.), but also substantial variation exists even 
among native speakers, as Study 1 will show. 
 Finally, the results of this second study will have pedagogical implications for language 
classrooms consisting of both heritage speakers and L2 learners, otherwise known as mixed 
classrooms (Burgo, 2016). More research on these students’ use, knowledge and processing of 
the target language is needed to understand whether they benefit from the same types of 
instruction. Therefore, this study aims to contribute to the debate surrounding the role of 
language variation in language teaching. For instance, if results show that DOM retraction is part 
of heritage speakers and/or L2 learners’ use, knowledge and processing mechanisms, what 
should language instructors do about it? Part of the study includes a discussion of the importance 
of teaching sociolinguistic principles of language variety in the classroom to decrease the 
linguistic prejudices against non-standard uses of language. For example, instructors may 
consider explaining that the Spanish presented in the textbook is not the only “correct” version of 
Spanish. 
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All in all, this dissertation contributes to several subfields of linguistics: (1) to language 
variation, results will provide insight into not only how language variation is cognitively 
represented (e.g. is this variation already part of Mexican speakers’ processing strategies?), but 
also the diachronic development of DOM; (2) to psycholinguistics, it contributes to the growing 
understanding of how early language exposure shapes language processing. As little research has 
compared language processing by monolinguals, heritage speakers and L2 learners, results will 
help explain what factors, apart from age of acquisition, are relevant to be able to process new 
acquired aspects; and (3) to language teaching, results will help develop teaching strategies that 
are beneficial for both heritage speakers and L2 learners. Depending on whether heritage 
speakers and L2 learners rely on the same or different processing strategies, results will suggest 
whether mixed classrooms are beneficial and how instructors can help learners to rely on 
appropriate processing strategies. 
1.4. Outline 
This dissertation is organized as follows: 
 CHAPTER 2 describes the linguistic phenomenon that is the focus of this dissertation: 
DOM. The chapter first describes DOM as a general linguistic phenomenon common in many 
languages. Then, it focuses specifically on Spanish DOM by giving a syntactic, semantic and 
diachronic description of DOM in Spanish. The chapter concludes by describing the variation 
that exists in the use of Spanish DOM in both monolingual (extension of DOM to inanimate 
objects) and bilingual contexts (retraction of DOM with animate objects).  
 CHAPTER 3 outlines the most relevant studies that have focused on the acquisition of 
DOM. First, the studies that have analyzed the acquisition of DOM by children, both 
monolingual and bilingual, are described. Then, the most relevant studies on the acquisition of 
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DOM by bilingual adult speakers, both heritage speakers and L2 learners, are summarized. The 
chapter finishes by highlighting some of the remaining gaps in DOM research and emphasizing 
how this dissertation can fill some of those gaps. 
CHAPTER 4 is dedicated to Study 1, the study conducted on monolingual speakers of 
Mexican Spanish. After summarizing the most important previous studies on the use of DOM in 
Mexican Spanish, the chapter outlines the study’s research questions, hypotheses and 
methodology. Finally, the main results are discussed. Mexican native speakers showed a 
comprehension-production asymmetry. While they showed some preference for marked 
inanimate objects, especially when analyzing their processing mechanisms were analyzed, the 
production of DOM with inanimate objects was minimal. Type of task and type of sentence 
influenced the extension of DOM to inanimate objects. 
CHAPTER 5 describes Study 2, the study conducted on heritage speakers and L2 
learners. First, the most relevant research on the acquisition of DOM by these two types of 
bilinguals is summarized. Then, the research questions, hypotheses and methodology are 
described. Finally, the main results are discussed. While heritage speakers showed less 
preference for unmarked animate objects than L2 learners, both groups showed some degree of 
DOM retraction in their production, judgments and online comprehension. DOM retraction was 
more or less evident depending on the type of task and type of sentence. 
  CHAPTER 6 summarizes the most important findings obtained in Studies 1 and 2 and 
discusses how these findings shed light on: (1) language variation and the diachronic 
development of DOM; (2) psycholinguistics and language processing; and (3) language 
education and effective teaching strategies. The limitations of the two studies and ideas for future 
research are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 2: 
DIFFERENTIAL OBJECT MARKING (DOM) 
2.1. Introduction   
It is common for many languages to mark some but not all direct objects depending on 
the object’s semantic and pragmatic features. This phenomenon is known as DOM. Many studies 
have been conducted on Spanish DOM. In fact, Spanish may be one of the most studied DOM-
languages. Most of the studies that have analyzed Spanish DOM have done so from a semantic 
and syntactic perspective (Isenberg, 1968; Torrego, 1998; Aissen, 2003; Leonetti, 2003). There 
are also several studies on language acquisition (Montrul, 2004; Rodriguez-Mondoñedo, 2006; 
Guijjarro-Fuentes, 2011; Montrul & Bowles, 2008; Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013; Ticio & 
Avram, 2005). However, there is still no consensus on the descriptive rules that predict the use of 
Spanish DOM. This lack of consensus exists because not only have DOM rules changed over 
time, but also several studies that have analyzed DOM have found variation among specific 
dialects (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2003; Lizárraga Navarro & Mora-Bustos, 2010; Balasch, 
2011; Bautista Maldonado & Montrul, 2019), meaning different Spanish-speaking populations 
follow different rules regarding the use of DOM.  
The goal of this chapter is to understand the linguistic description and theoretical 
treatment of this phenomenon which, simple as it seems, is in fact very complex. In order to do 
so, this chapter first describes the primary features of DOM cited in the literature while also 
explaining in greater detail how DOM works in Spanish by emphasizing its semantic and 
syntactic properties. Then, it explores the diachronic development of DOM from Old Spanish to 
Modern Spanish to better understand its origins and possible ongoing development in Modern 
Spanish. The chapter concludes by describing DOM from a sociolinguistic perspective by 
 11 
illustrating how DOM differs across Spanish varieties and emphasizing the need to conduct more 
studies on DOM variation.  
2.2. DOM Across Languages 
At least 300 languages of the world have DOM (Bossong, 1991). However, DOM 
manifests in different forms. DOM can be expressed by morphological case, like in Hindi (Butt, 
1993) or Turkish (von Heusinger & Kornfilt, 2005); by agreement, as in Swahili (Deen, 2006); 
by clitic doubling, like in Macedonian (Franks & Holloway King, 2000); by suppletive 
determiners, as in Maori (Chung & Ladusaw, 2003); or by morphemes that derive from 
prepositions. This is the case of Spanish (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005). DOM in Spanish is 
signaled by the preposition ‘a’ (see Table 2.1 for examples).  
Table 2.1: The use of DOM in Hindi (Montrul et al., 2012), Swahili (Riedel, 2009), Macedonian 




Hindi Mira-ne Ramesh-ko dekhaa 
Mira     Ramesh-DOM saw 
‘Mira saw Ramesh’ 
 
Swahili Ni- li-(mw)-ona Yassini. 
I      DOM   see Yassin. 
‘I saw Yassin’ 
 
Macedonian Mira ja donese tetratka-ta  
Mira it DOM brought notebook the  
‘Mira brought the notebook’ 
 
Spanish Juan vio a María 
Juan see DOM María 
‘Juan saw María’ 
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Languages also differ with respect to the conditions that constrain their DOM systems. 
However, cross-linguistically, objects that are differentially marked have some ‘marked’ or 
prominent discourse features related to the animacy and/or referentiality (definiteness and 
specificity) of the object. For example, in Spanish, both the animacy and the referentiality of the 
object play a role in the use of DOM because when the object is [+animate] and [+specific] 
(definite), the object marker ‘a’ is typically required, as in sentence (2.1a). When the direct 
object is [+animate] and [-specific], the object marker ‘a’ is optional (2.1b). However, when the 
direct object is [-animate] and [+specific] (2.1c) or [-animate] and [-specific] (2.1d), the ‘a’ is 















a) Juan vio a la novia [+animate] and [+specific] 
Juan saw the DOM bride  
‘Juan saw the bride’  
b) Juan vio (a) una novia [+animate] and [-specific] 
Juan saw a (DOM) bride  
‘Juan saw a bride’  
c) Juan vio el carro                                             [-animate] and [+specific] 
Juan saw the car  
‘Juan saw the car’  
d) Juan vio un carro                                           [-animate] and [-specific] 
   Juan saw a car  
   ‘Juan saw a car’  
 13 
In Hebrew, on the other hand, referentiality but not animacy matters for the use of DOM. 
Hebrew marks direct objects with the prepositional element et only when direct objects are 
definite, as in (2.2a). However, non-definite direct objects do not need to be marked, as in (2.2b). 
 (2.2)  
a) David natan   matana  l∂rina  
David  gave   present  to-Rina 
‘David gave a present to Rina’ 
b) David natan    et      ha-matana   l∂rina 
David gave   ACC   the-present  to-Rina 
‘David gave the present to Rina’ 
(Hopper & Thompson, 1980) 
The notions of definiteness and specificity are both discourse related. However, the 
notion of definiteness refers to the state of knowledge shared between the speaker and hearer (or 
writer and reader), while the notion of specificity refers to the state of knowledge known to the 
speaker (writer) only (Ionin et al., 2004). As Table 2.2 shows, definiteness and specificity can be 
described within a single scale in terms of identifiability by speaker/writer and listener/reader. 
Table 2.2: The ‘identifiability’ criteria for definiteness and specificity 






Speaker/writer + + - 
Listener/reader + - - 
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Therefore, the presence or absence of DOM across languages relies on two hierarchy scales: The 
Animacy Scale (2.3) and the Referentiality Scale (2.4) (Aissen, 2003; Company, 2002; Torrego, 
1999; García, 2005; Kliffer, 1995; Laca, 2003, 2006). 
(2.3) 
 Animacy Scale: Human > Animate > Inanimate 
(2.4)  
 
Referentiality Scale: Personal pronoun > Proper name > Definite NP > Indefinite specific 
NP > Indefinite non-specific NP > Non-Argumental.  
 
The Animacy Scale distinguishes three values and ranks human objects before animate objects 
and finally inanimate objects. Animate, here, refers to animate non-human objects, such as 
animals. The Referentiality Scale, which combines definiteness and specificity, ranks personal 
pronouns highest, followed by proper nouns, definite noun NPs, specific indefinite NPs, and 
nonspecific indefinite NPs. Non-argumental nouns are ranked the lowest in the Referentiality 
Scale. According to these scales, the higher in the scale an object is, the more likely it is to be 
overtly marked (Aissen, 2003; Bosson 1985; Comrie, 1979). 
The extent to which these scales determine DOM, however, varies from language to 
language, and even within languages, DOM is subject to variability. Moreover, while some 
languages rely on only one of the scales (either the Animacy Scale or the Referentiality Scale), 
other languages rely on both scales (both the Animacy Scale and the Referentiality Scale). 
Aissen (2003) separates DOM languages into two groups depending on whether they rely on one 
or both scales to determine the presence or absence of DOM. One-Dimensional DOM includes 
languages, such as Turkish, Yiddish or Hebrew, that rely on only one of the scales. As previously 
mentioned, Hebrew only relies on referentiality to mark objects (see 2.2). Languages such as 
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Spanish, however, rely on both scales and thus are Two-Dimensional DOM languages. As 
previously mentioned, Spanish marks the object depending on both its animacy and specificity. 
In order to provide a complete picture of Spanish DOM, Section 2.3 focuses on the semantic 
(2.31), syntactic (2.32), diachronic (2.3.3) and sociolinguistic aspects of DOM.  
2.3. Spanish DOM 
2.3.1. Semantic Analysis of Spanish DOM 
 When describing and analyzing the factors that affect DOM in Spanish, features related 
to properties of the object and semantic aspects related to the verb need to be taken into 
consideration (Lopez, 2012). 
2.3.1.1. Features Related to the Object 
Spanish, a Two-Dimensional language, marks the object depending on its animacy and 
referentiality. In Modern Spanish, the presence or absence of DOM occurs by crossing the 
Animacy Scale (Human > Animate > Inanimate) and the Referentiality Scale (Personal pronoun 
> Proper name > Definite NP > Indefinite specific NP > Indefinite non-specific NP > Non-




Most marked for objects   Human 
Pronoun 
  




































   
  Inanimate 
Non-
specific 
             
           Least marked for objects 
 
Figure 2.1: Relative markedness on the dimensions of animacy and definiteness (adapted from 
Aissen, 2003) 
 
According to this hybrid scale, higher elements on the scale are more likely to be marked than 
lower elements. Therefore, it predicts that human pronouns are the most marked objects while 
inanimate nonspecific are the least marked objects. Moreover, the scale demonstrates that objects 
in Spanish can be divided into 3 groups regarding the use of DOM: (1) objects that must always 
be marked; (2) objects that are optionally marked; and (3) objects that are never marked. 
Aissen’s scale accurately predicts the presence of DOM in the vast majority of cases but not all. 
For example, human non-specific quantifiers in Spanish, such as nadie ‘no one’, are marked 
(Fabregas, 2003).  
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 Aissen’s scale has been criticized by previous research that has questioned the role of 
specificity on the use of DOM by arguing that animacy is the canonical trigger for DOM (Lopez, 
2012; Leonetti, 1999). Arguing from a semantic point of view, Leonetti analyzed the use of 
DOM in sentences like (2.5) as an instance of a true animacy marker and against an analysis of 
DOM conveying specificity to the indefinite, animate determiner phrase (Mayer, 2017). 
(2.5) 
 Vimos *(a) unas mujeres en la plaza 
see             some  women   in the market place 
‘We saw some women in the market place’ 
According to Lopez, the absence of a-marking forces a non-specific reading. López noted that a-
marking is compatible with, for example, both wide and narrow scope readings, as in (2.6). 
(2.6) 
a) Si Lud invita un filósofo, Bert se enfadará 
if Lud invites a philosopher, Bert SE will.anger 
‘If Lud invites any philosopher, Bert will get angry’  
b) Si Lud invita a un filósofo, Bert se enfadará. 
             if Lud invites A a philosopher, Bert SE will.anger 
‘If Lud invites any philosopher, Bert will get angry’ or 
‘If Lud invites a particular philosopher, Bert will get angry’ 
  
 (Lopez, 2012) 
 
Lopez suggested that sentence (2.6a) only has one possible reading: in case any philosopher is 
invited, Bert will get angry. However, sentence (2.6b) does not necessarily mean that there is one 
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particular philosopher. What Lopez suggested is that a-marking is a necessary condition for 
specificity, but it is not associated with it compulsorily. 
Although DOM in Spanish is controlled by semantic and pragmatic factors, such as 
definiteness, referentiality and topicality, animacy is commonly assumed to be the most 
important among these factors. This is why, at least since Bello (1847), the marking of the direct 
object is traditionally referred to as “a personal,” and why, more recently, it has been argued that 
the Spanish a-marker is “a marker of animate direct objects” (de Swart, 2007). Nevertheless, as 
suggested by Kaiser (2003), animacy seems to not be a determining parameter for Spanish 
dialects allowing DOM with non-animate objects.  
All in all, the generalization that emerges is that, at present, animate, specific (definite) 
direct objects are obligatorily marked in all varieties of Spanish, whereas a-marking with 
inanimate and nonspecific indefinites is variable (López, 2012). The approaches that focus on the 
properties of the direct objects just discussed (animacy, specificity, definiteness or topicality) 
suggest that only languages that do not distinguish subjects and direct objects have DOM. In 
these languages, DOM developed as a way to distinguish the subjects and objects in sentences 
and to avoid any misunderstanding, especially when subjects and objects are similar. These 
approaches fall under the Ambiguity Thesis (Comrie, 1975; Croft, 1988; Bossong, 1985; Aissen, 
2003).  However, another approach known as the Transitivity Thesis (Hopper & Thompson, 
1980; von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2007) suggests that direct objects are overtly marked depending 
on features related to the verb.  
Before explaining the role of the properties of the verb, there are some exceptions to the 
general rule that animate, specific (definite) direct objects are marked that are worth noting in 
order to better understand the complexity of DOM. For example, as previously mentioned, DOM 
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is required with human non-specific quantifiers like nadie ‘no one’ or alguien ‘someone’, as in 
(2.5a) and (2.5b). Inanimate objects also require DOM if a potential ambiguity exists between 
the subject and the object of the sentence, as in (2.5c). A group of verbs, such as llamar ‘to call’, 
describir ‘to describe’, esperar ‘to wait’ etc., usually require DOM with inanimate objects, as in 
(2.5d). Finally, the use of DOM is optional with nonhuman animate objects, as in (2.5e). 
(2.5) 
a) No vio a nadie en la fiesta. 
neg. see DOM noun at the party 
‘(He/she) didn’t see anyone at the party’ 
b) La niña escuchó a alguien en su casa 
the girl hear DOM someone at her house. 
‘The girl heard someone at her house’ 
c) El adjetivo precede al nombre 
the adjective precedes DOM noun 
‘The adjective precedes the noun’ 
d) Espero al tren durante una hora 
he/she waited the DOM train for one hour 
‘(He/she) waited for the train for one hour’ 
e) Limpió al perro después del paseo 
he/she cleaned the DOM dog after the walk 
           ‘(He/She) cleaned the dog after the walk’ 
Apart from the animacy and the referentiality of direct objects, topicality also influences 
the use of DOM. Topicality is expressed by left dislocation and is believed to trigger the use of 
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DOM. Following von Heusinger (2008), the Topicality Scale (2.6) has only two values because 
direct objects can be either topical or non-topical.  
(2.6) Topicality Scale  
       Topical > Non-topical 
Thus, if topicalized, a direct object is more likely to be marked. For example, in sentence (2.7), 
the indefinite direct object to the right of the verb may optionally take ‘a’, while the left 
dislocated direct object is most likely to be marked (2.8). 
(2.7)  
Yo conocia (a) muchos estudiantes 
 I     know   (DOM) a lot of students 
 ‘I knew a lot of students’ 
(2.8)  
A muchos estudiantes, yo los conocia 
DOM a lot of students, I them know 
 ‘I knew a lot of students’ 
Previous research has noted that dislocated objects accept DOM even in languages that do not 
normally accept DOM. For example, in Italian, the use of DOM is usually ungrammatical, as in 
(2.9); however, with topicalized objects, DOM is used (2.10). 
(2.9) 
Mi   aspettano   a     me     alla       stazione* 
            me     wait      DOM me   at the    station 




 A        me, mi aspettano alla stazione  
 DOM   me, me   wait     at the station 
 ‘They are waiting for me at the station’ 
 (Iemmolo, 2010) 
2.3.1.2. Features Related to the Verb 
Compared to the role of the object in DOM, the role of the verb has been less analyzed in 
the literature (Lopez, 2012). However, some researchers have pointed out that, apart from the 
properties of the object, one must look at other aspects of the sentence to explain every case of 
DOM in Spanish (Torrego, 1998; von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2007). According to Torrego, some 
verbs select the obligatory use of DOM due to the type of complement they select or the type of 
event they denote. For example, if a verb affects its complement (i.e. affectedness), DOM 
becomes obligatory. A second variable is humanness. Some verbs select for obligatory human 
complement and thus require DOM. Finally, Torrego suggests that aktionsart of the verb is 
crucial to understand the DOM phenomena. As summarized by Lopez (2012), based on 
Torrego’s explanation, telic verbs require DOM while atelic verbs do not. For those verbs that 
could go one way or the other, a marked object makes the predicate telic, and an unmarked 
object makes it atelic. This can be seen in (2.7). 
(2.7) 
 Tú esconderías a/Ø un prisionero durante dos años 
        you would hide DOM/ Ø a prisioner for two years 
             ‘You would hide a prisoner for two years.’  
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According to Torrego, the version without DOM is an activity without an end point. Only the 
version with a marked object indicates an end point to the action of hiding – in effect, changing 
the aktionsart from activity to achievement. 
Von Heusinger and Kaiser (2007) also conducted a diachronic study of DOM by 
focussing on the role of verbs. In fact, they proposed a new approach to understand the use of 
DOM in Spanish by taking both the semantics of the object and the semantics of the verb into 
consideration together. However, this dissertation focuses on potential variability related to the 
animacy and topicality of the object because these two parameters were relevant in the 
diachronic development of Spanish DOM. This diachronic development will be explored further 
in Section 2.3.3. 
Von Heusinger and Kaiser’s analysis of DOM fits nicely into the more general approach 
of Transitivity developed by Hopper and Thompson (1980) (see Table 2.3). 
Table 2.3: Hopper & Thompson’s Transitivity Thesis 
  
Components of Transitivity                  High Low 
participant two or more participants one participant 
kinesis action non-action 
aspect telic atelic 
punctuality punctual non-punctual 
volitionality volitional non-volitional 
affirmative affirmative negative 
mode realis irrealis 
agency a high in potency a low in potency 
affectedness of object object totally affected object not affected 
individualization of object object highly individualized  object non-individualized 
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According to Hopper and Thompson, transitivity is a global property of an entire clause. Thus, 
they formulated ten parameters on the basis of which the degree of transitivity of a clause can be 
determined. The parameters in Table 2.3 are ordered in the following way: languages prefer to 
mark high transitivity values rather than lower values. The more features a clause has in the 
‘high’ column, the more transitive it is and thus the more chances it has to be marked. As von 
Heusinger and Kaiser explain, “languages prefer to mark categories with high transitivity values 
morphologically, rather than lower values” (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2007: 90). That is why a 
sentence like (2.8a) is more transitive than sentence (2.8b) and thus is marked. The object 
bailarín in sentence (2.8a) is interpreted as specific (Celia wants to see a particular dancer). 
However, in sentence (2.8a), the object bailarín is interpreted as non-specific (Celia is not 
looking at a particular dancer). Following Hopper and Thompson, sentence (2.8b) is lower in 
transitivity due to the low-individuate object, and therefore the structure is less likely to be 
DOM-marked.  
(2.8) 
a. Celia quiere mirar a un bailarín  
 
Celia want watch  DOM a ballet dancer 
‘Celia want to watch a ballet dancer’ [specific] 
b. Celia quiere mirar  un bailarín 
Celia want watch   ballet dancer 
‘Celia wants to watch a ballet dancer’ [non-specific] 
(Hopper and Thompson, 1980) 
Some of these semantic factors involved in DOM in Spanish are explained syntactically and are 
discussed in the next section. 
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2.3.2. Syntactic Analysis of Spanish DOM 
From a syntactic point of view, DOM involves movement operation due to case 
requirements. Previous research on the syntactic analysis of Spanish DOM agrees on the fact that 
marked objects move to a position where the case feature is satisfied. However, disagreement 
exists regarding the nature of a-marking for DOM in Spanish. While some authors believe that 
DOM is the spell out of accusative case (Torrego, 1998; López, 2012; Ordoñez-Roca, 2017), 
others argue that DOM is the spell out of dative case (Rodríguez-Mondoñedo, 2007; Ormazabal 
& Romero, 2013). Moreover, there is debate about where in the sentence the marked accusatives 
move. For example, Torrego believes that the marked object moves to the second specifier of a 
(little) verb phrase (vP)[Spec vp], while Rodríguez-Mondoñedo suggests that the marked object 
moves to a projection outside the vP. Finally, López argues that the marked object moves inside 
the vP and, more specifically, between vP and verb phrase (VP).  
Although a discussion about which syntactic model better describes Spanish DOM is out 
of the scope of this dissertation, it is important to remember that all the different syntactic 
theories agree upon the fact that the movement of the marked object makes marked objects more 
complex than objects which do not move. This exemplifies the complexity of this structure and 
better explains why it is particularly difficult to acquire. Moreover, when DOM is not present in 
learners’ L1, learners initially do not have the functional category that is required for Spanish 
DOM. Additionally, although this will not be discussed in detail, the polyfunctionality of the 
marker ‘a’ appears to be another reason why it is so difficult to acquire. For example, the marker 





Juan le da un beso a María 
Juan CL gives a kiss to María 
‘Juan gives María a kiss’ 
In fact, following Iemmolo’s (2010) grammaticalization scale (2.10), the marker ‘a’ was used as 
a dative marker before becoming a marker for direct objects. Section 2.3.3 describes in greater 
detail the diachronic development of Spanish DOM. 
(2.10) Grammaticalization of the a-marker 
 
Allative marker > topic marker > dative marker > (differential) object marker 
 
2.3.3. Diachronic Analysis of Spanish DOM 
The preposition ‘a’, which signals DOM in Spanish, can be traced back to the Latin 
preposition ‘ad’ “to(wards)” (Pensando, 1995). This preposition also served to promote or re-
introduce a topic reference, as in (2.11). 
(2.11) AD  Dolabellam ut  scribis, ita  puto faciendum         
          as for Dolabella  as  write so  believe Do(ing) 
         ‘As for Dolabella, as you write, I think that we should act in this way’ 
 
(Cic. Att. 13, 10, 2; from Pensado 1995: 201)  
 
While Latin did not have anything similar to DOM, there is evidence that dislocated topics were 
the starting point for the preposition ‘a’ to be used in Late Latin, first as a topic marker, 
subsequently as a beneficiary marker and finally as a differential object marker. Iemmolo (2010) 
proposed the grammaticalization path depicted in (2.12). 
(2.12) Grammaticalization of the markers a 
 
Allative marker > topic marker > dative marker > (different) object marker 
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In Spanish, the use of the preposition a as a direct object marker appeared in the early 12th 
century. However, in Old Spanish, DOM was used less frequently than in Modern Spanish as 
well as in different contexts. According to Laca (2006), topicalization initially triggered the use 
of DOM because, while most of the direct objects that appeared in a post verbal position (i.e. 
canonical word order sentence) were not marked (2.13), most of the objects that were topicalized 
were marked (2.14).  
(2.13)  
En braços tenedes mis fijas       tan blancas commo el sol.         (Cid, 2333) 
in   arms     have   my daughters as  white      as       the sun. 
 ‘In your arms you hold daughters, as white as the sun’  
(2.14)  
A      las sus fijas         en braço las    prendia              (Cid, 275) 
DOM the his daughters in arm    them hold 
‘He gathered his daughters in his arms’ 
However, topicalization ceased to be relevant for the marking of definite human direct objects 
when all definite human direct objects became marked. Next, DOM marking extended to 
indefinite noun phrases and, according to von Heusinger and Onea (2008), specificity played an 
important role in the expansion of DOM. Specificity is considered a key transition point 
facilitating the marking of indefinite direct objects: at first, only specific direct objects, and in 
later steps, all argumental human indefinite direct objects. 
In order to better understand the diachronic change of DOM from Old Spanish to Modern 
Spanish, von Heusinger and Kaiser (2005) conducted an analysis of its use in El Cantar de Mio 
Cid, the oldest preserved Castilian epic poem. They found that DOM was obligatory in Old 
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Spanish with strong personal objects (2.15a) —this is the case in modern Catalan which did not 
continue developing like Spanish but stopped at that stage— and with animate proper names 
acting as objects (2.15b). 
(2.15) 
a) E    ssi  fuéredes vençidos, non rebtedes a nós                                (Cid, 3566) 
and if    would  defeat     not   blame    to us 
    ‘But if you are defeated, you are not to blame us’ 
b) Matastes a Bucar & arrancamos el canpo                                     (Cid, 2458)  
killed    to Bucar and rupture   the field  
‘You killed Búcar and and we have won the battle’ 
However, animate definite objects were not required to be marked in Old Spanish (2.16a, 2.16b), 
and animate non-definite objects were never marked (2.16c). 
    (2.16) 
a) Reçiba   a mios yernos         commo elle pudier mejor                           (Cid, 2637) 
receive to my   sons-in law  as          he  could  better 
 ‘Let him give to my sons-in-law the finest possible welcome’ 
b) Ca yo case       sus fijas         con   yfantes de Carrion                             (Cid, 2956) 
ror I   married his daughters with Infantes of Carrion 
‘For I married his daughters to the Infantes of Carrion’ 
c) Tanto traen las grandes ganançias, muchos gañados de ovejas e de vacas  (Cid, 480) 
very brought the big   wealths      many     herds     of  sheep and of cows 
          ‘They brought such great wealth, many herds of sheep and cows’ 
                                         (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005) 
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Similar to most other diachronic studies on DOM, von Heusinger and Kaiser also focused on 
whether the diachronic development of DOM followed the Animacy and Referentiality Scales.  
 
Table 2.4: DOM in Old Spanish: Cross classification of Animacy Scale and Definiteness Scale. 










Table 2.5: DOM in Modern Spanish: Crossclassification of Animacy Scale and Definiteness 
Scale. (von Heusinger and Kaiser, p. 42). 
 
Animacy Strong Pro > PN> Definite> + Spec > -Spec 









- - - 
 
Evidently, DOM has extended more along the Referentiality Scale than across the 
Animacy Scale, as seen in Tables 2.4 and 2.5. In Old Spanish, DOM was only obligatory (+) 
with pronouns and proper nouns and optional (+ -) with definite NPs; however, in Modern 
Spanish, DOM is now obligatory with definite NPs and specific NPs and optional with specific 
indefinite NPs (all for animate objects). The Animacy Scale, on the other hand, has not been 
affected from this extension: in both Old Spanish and Modern Spanish, only human/animate 
objects were and are marked. 
In order to take a closer look at how DOM developed along the Referentiality Scale, Laca 
(2006) studied the use of DOM with proper nouns, definite NPs, indefinite NPs and bare nouns 
Animacy Strong Pro > PN> Definite> + Spec > -Spec 














- - - 
 29 
from Old Spanish to Modern Spanish (see Figure 2.2). Personal pronouns were not included in 









Figure 2.2. The use of DOM from Old Spanish to Modern Spanish (Laca, 2006) 
Laca found that, overall, DOM usage increased in all categories over time. In the 12th century, 
80% of proper nouns were marked, while in the 19th century, all proper nouns were marked 
(100%). As for the definite NPs, an important increase in marking can be observed from only 
38% in the 12th century to almost all in the 19th century (99%). With respect to indefinite objects, 
there were zero instances of marked indefinite objects in the 12th century (0%), while 41% were 
marked in the 19th century. The use of DOM with bare nouns (non-argument) did not increase a 
lot over time. Therefore, it appears that DOM has expanded considerably along the Referentiality 
Scale but not along the Animacy Scale. However, as discussed in Section 2.4 below, some 
diachronic studies of DOM (Company, 2001, 2002; Laca, 2006) suggest that DOM is also 
advancing along the Animacy Scale. For instance, DOM is expanding to inanimate objects in 
some Spanish varieties (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005). 
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Another reason for the increased use of DOM from Old Spanish to Modern Spanish is 
that the syntax of Old Spanish was quite different from the syntax of Modern Spanish. In 
particular, word order in Old Spanish was considerably more flexible than it is in Modern 
Spanish. For example, both the subject and the object could have a post verbal position, as in 
(2.17a) and (2.17b).  
(2.17) 
a) Este logar mostro   dios a  Abraham 
            This place showed God to Abraham 
           ‘God showed Abraham this place’ 
b) & vencio   lo      al           turco el    senor tamurbeque 
           & defeated him DOM-the turk    the sir       tamburque 
         ‘And Tamurbeque defeated the turk’  
The fact that word order was less predictable in Old Spanish than in Modern Spanish likely 
created many contexts in which it was difficult to distinguish between the subject and the object 
of a given sentence. These contexts would have been quite confusing and thus may have 
triggered the use of DOM.  
Ultimately, it appears that topicality, specificity and free word order all contributed to a 
gradual increase in the use of DOM over time. While DOM expansion along the Referentiality 
Scale has occurred in this way over several centuries, DOM expansion along the Animacy Scale 
has been observed more recently but only in certain varieties of Modern Spanish. Section 2.3.4 
discusses DOM from a sociolinguistic perspective and describes the most relevant studies that 
suggest that DOM is extending to inanimate objects in some Spanish dialects. 
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2.3.4. Sociolinguistic Analysis of Spanish DOM 
Prescriptively, whereas animate and specific (definite) direct objects in Modern Spanish 
are obligatorily marked in all varieties, non-specific human and inanimate direct objects 
(regardless of specificity) are typically unmarked. However, speakers do not always follow these 
rules. In fact, the use of DOM varies among certain Spanish dialects as well as between 
monolingual (i.e. Mexico (Bautista-Maldonado & Montrul, 2019); Argentina (Montrul, 2013; 
Hoff, 2018)) and bilingual communities (Montrul, 2014; Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013; 
Montrul, Bhatt & Girju, 2015). For example, several Spanish varieties in Latin America appear 
to show a slight tendency to overextend the use of DOM to inanimate objects. Sentences like 
(2.18a) in Rioplatense Spanish or (2.18b) in Mexican Spanish are acceptable in those varieties 
while ungrammatical in others, such as Peninsular Spanish. Montrul (2013) explains that the 
overextension of DOM to inanimate objects, at least in Argentinian Spanish, occurs 
predominantly when objects are clitic doubled and topicalized, as in (2.18c).  
(2.18) 
a) Chocó al coche (Zdrojewski, 2013 on Rioplatense Spanish) 
he hit-DOM the car 
‘He hit the car’  
b) Cosecharon al maíz (von Heusinger & Kaiser 2005 on Mexican Spanish) 
they harvested-DOM the corn 
           ‘They harvested the corn’ 
c) A la película la terminé de ver ayer (Montrul, 2013). 
DOM the movie I finished watching yesterday 
‘The movie I finished watching yesterday’ 
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Thus, as Table 2.6 demonstrates, the ongoing diachronic evolution of DOM follows the Animacy 
Scale (from animate to inanimate direct objects) in some Spanish dialects. This is known as 
DOM extension or DOM expansion.  
 
Table 2.6: DOM in American Spanish: Crossclassification of Animacy Scale and       
Definiteness Scale. (von Heusinger and Kaiser, 2015, p. 46). 
 
Animacy Strong Pro> PN > 
Definite > Indefinite 
+ Spec > - Spec + Spec > - Spec 
Human + + + + +  
Animate + + +  +  
Inanimate Ø   - - - 
 
In some cases, it has also been suggested that some monolingual communities, can show 
the opposite pattern: retraction of DOM. For example, a study conducted by Alfaraz (2011) on 
the use of DOM in Cuban Spanish found that while speakers of Cuban Spanish still use DOM 
before highly definite objects, they do not use it in other obligatory contexts. However, these 
speakers were living in the U.S. at the time of testing. Thus, the retraction of DOM observed in 
this particular study may have been the result of language contact with English, a non-DOM 
language, rather than an internal change in the language.  
Most of these studies on monolingual communities have analyzed DOM variation from a 
sociolinguistic perspective by analyzing spoken and written corpora; however, DOM variation 
has also been studied from an experimental perspective to confirm results obtained in 
sociolinguistic studies. For example, Montrul (2013) conducted an experimental study with 26 
monolingually-raised native speakers of Argentinian Spanish. Contrary to previous studies on 
DOM that only analyzed oral data, Montrul (2013) included an AJT. The use of an AJT is 
advantageous because researchers can test sentences that do not normally occur in spontaneous 
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speech (e.g. ungrammatical sentences), and it is easier to manipulate variables that may be 
important (e.g. animacy of the object, definiteness of the verb etc.). Moreover, variability in 
grammatical competence that may not be perceptible in production can be identified and tracked 
with comprehension-based judgment data. Montrul focused on analyzing the use of DOM with 
animate and inanimate objects with sentences following a canonical word order as well as in 
topicalized sentences and sentences with accusative clitic doubling. Results corroborated 
previous studies on the extension of DOM (Company, 2001; von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005) as 
participants showed an acceptance of the use of DOM with inanimate objects and especially with 
clitic doubled and topicalized sentences. Therefore, she suggested that topicalized sentences and 
sentences with accusative clitic doubling favor the use of DOM with inanimate objects.  
In another study, Bautista-Maldonado and Montrul (2019) analyzed DOM variation from 
an experimental perspective but focused on Mexican Spanish rather than Argentinian Spanish. In 
order to further investigate the use and possible diachronic change of DOM in Mexican Spanish, 
Bautista-Maldonado and Montrul (2019) tested 60 native speakers from Mexico on their 
production and acceptability judgments of DOM. Bautista-Maldonado and Montrul’s results 
showed that, while the production of DOM with inanimate objects was very low during the oral 
task, participants’ acceptance of DOM with definite inanimate objects was particularly high in 
the AJT. These results confirmed that there is a slight tendency toward DOM marking with 
specific inanimate objects. However, the tendency was higher in the AJT than in the oral task. 
Thus, the authors suggested that variability may emerge first in judgment data rather than in 
production data.  
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In other Spanish varieties, the opposite development has been observed: DOM retraction. 
DOM retraction refers to the omission of DOM in contexts where DOM is usually used (see 
Table 2.7). 
 





The omission of DOM with animate and specific (definite) objects has been observed mostly in 
bilingual contexts (Montrul & Sanchez-Walker, 2013) but in some cases in monolingual contexts 
(Lunn, 2002; Bullock & Toribio, 2009) as well. In these contexts, the use of DOM appears to be 
regressing and is becoming more similar to how it was used in Old Spanish.  
In fact, retraction of DOM in bilingual contexts is quite common (Montrul, 2004; 
Montrul & Bowles, 2009; Montrul, 2014, Montrul & Sanchez-Walker, 2013). These studies have 
reported that bilingual speakers omit DOM with animate and specific objects, especially if their 
majority language does not have DOM. Because many of these studies were conducted from the 
point of view of language acquisition, the omission of DOM was considered an “error”. By 
comparing bilingual speakers to monolingually-raised native speakers, most of these studies 
concluded that bilinguals did not fully acquire DOM. However, there are several issues 
underlying comparisons of bilingual speakers and monolingual controls which make previous 
assumptions misguided. For example, many linguistic features found in the standardized 
language of the controls may not be part of the popular language of experimental subjects. 
Researchers usually assume that the control group will follow and respect the prescriptive rules 
Animacy Strong Pro > PN> Definite> + Spec > -Spec 
Human + +  + 
- 
- - 







- - - 
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of the phenomenon they are studying. However, as is the case with DOM, significant variation 
exists among Spanish dialects. Thus, researchers should be wary of forming control groups with 
individuals who speak different dialects. Ultimately, monolinguals should not always be treated 
as the norm or as a desirable standard to be achieved.  
From a sociolinguistic point of view, rather than making a sharp distinction between 
‘correct’ usage and ‘incorrect’ usage or errors, phenomena like the omission of DOM are 
understood as points of divergence or variability. In fact, some recent research has applied this 
variationist approach to address important issues in the field of language acquisition. For 
example, it is difficult to define terms frequently used in studies following traditional language 
acquisition theories, such as ‘target like’, ‘native like’, ‘correct’ etc., given the recognition of 
linguistic variation in sociolinguistic research. Another concern that motivated the application of 
the variationist approach in second language acquisition research is the need to explain the 
systematic variability inherent in interlanguages. In the case of DOM, for example, bilingual 
speakers’ and L2 learners use of DOM varies depending on a variety of factors, such as their 
proficiency in Spanish (i.e. the extent to which they have acquired the phenomenon), animacy of 
the object, type of verbs etc.  
2.4. Summary 
While there has been a great deal of research conducted on Spanish DOM., there is still 
no simple explanation that adequately describes the real use of DOM in spoken Spanish (Tippets, 
2010). The variability in the use of DOM by some monolingual and bilingual communities 
shows that there is widespread variability in the use of DOM. This dissertation aims to better 
understand this variation by looking at it from a multidisciplinary approach.  More specifically, 
language variation, a core concept in sociolinguistics, is examined from a psycholinguistic 
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perspective, as little is known about the way in which language variation is cognitively 
represented. Sociolinguistic research on variation usually focuses on the community level, as it 
takes into consideration the fact that new language variants correlate with social factors, such as 
age, gender, region and socioeconomic class, among others. Therefore, sociolinguistic research 
aims to understand why language variation occurs by studying different communities or groups 
of people. Psycholinguistic research, on the other hand, can show whether those changes are part 
of individual speakers’ internal grammar or competence and can demonstrate, with the use of 
experimental methods, how and where language variation emerges. In order to do so, this study 
focuses on a group of monolingual speakers from Mexico and on a group of English-Spanish 
bilinguals living in the U.S. to analyze DOM variation from a new perspective. However, before 
describing the studies conducted on the monolingual and bilingual speakers, previous studies on 
the acquisition of DOM are described first. Chapter 3 focuses on the acquisition of DOM by 
children and adults raised in both monolingual and bilingual contexts. In order to understand the 
synchronic and diachronic variability of Spanish DOM, it is important to understand how DOM 















CHAPTER 3:  
ACQUISITION OF SPANISH DOM 
3.1. Introduction 
In order to understand synchronic and diachronic variation, it is important to look at 
language acquisition in both monolingual and bilingual speakers and by both children and adults. 
This chapter will highlight the most relevant studies on the acquisition of DOM by monolingual 
and bilingual children and two types of bilingual adult speakers: heritage speakers and L2 
learners. While DOM is acquired early in monolingual acquisition, it is problematic in bilingual 
acquisition. Section 3.2.1 introduces the only two studies conducted on the acquisition of DOM 
by monolingually-raised children, and Section 3.2.2 focuses on the acquisition of DOM by 
bilingual children. Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4 outline the studies conducted on adult bilingual 
speakers, including heritage speakers of Spanish and first language (L1) English speakers 
learning Spanish as an L2. Studies that have focused on DOM production by these speakers as 
well as their auditory and written comprehension of DOM are highlighted. Finally, more recent 
studies that have examined DOM processing (by both monolinguals and bilinguals) are described 
in Section 3.2.5. A recurring debate in the field of language acquisition revolves around whether 
missing or non-nativelike production of grammatical morphology indicates a lack of abstract 
representations. Therefore, in order to understand whether difficulties with DOM are in fact due 
to processing difficulties or due to a lack of abstract representations, some researchers have 
started to analyze speakers’ DOM processing mechanisms.  
3.2. Acquisition of Spanish DOM by Different Types of Speakers 
3.2.1. Monolingual Children 
DOM has recently received a great deal of attention in the field of language acquisition. 
However, research has mainly focused on adult L2 learners (Guijarro-Fuentes, 2011, 2012), 
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heritage speakers (Montrul, 2004, 2014; Montrul & Bowles, 2008, 2009) and bilingual children 
(Montrul, 2011; Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013). To date, only two studies have studied the 
acquisition of DOM by monolingual Spanish-speaking children: Rodriguez-Mondoñedo (2008) 
and Ticio and Avram (2015). Both studies suggest that native speakers of Spanish possess an 
adult-like grammar with respect to DOM by the age of 3.  
Rodriguez-Mondoñedo (2008) focused on the mistakes children might produce when 
acquiring DOM at an early age. In order to do so, he analyzed the spontaneous oral production of 
4 children between the ages of 1;07 and 3;00 using data provided in CHILDES (MacWhiney, 
2000). Rodriguez-Mondoñedo analyzed the speech of the following children2: María, a 
monolingual child from Spain, was observed from the age of 1;07 to 3;00; Juan, a monolingual 
child from Spain, was observed from 0;09 to 2;09; Koki, a bilingual child from Mexico, was 
observed from 1;07 to 2;11; and Emilio, a bilingual child from the Cataluña region in Spain, was 
observed from 0;11 to 2;11. As Table 3.1 shows, Rodriguez-Mondoñedo divided his analysis 
into four categories: (1) Required and Marked: the use of DOM was obligatory, and the children 
correctly marked the object; (2) Required and Not Marked: the use of DOM was obligatory, but 
the children incorrectly omitted it; (3) Not Required and Not Marked: the use of DOM was not 
required, and the children correctly omitted it; and (4) Not Required and Marked: the use of 





                                               
2 Although Rodríguez-Mondoñedo (2008) examined two additional children, these children were not 
included in his results due to their low production of objects. 
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Overall, results showed that, by the age of 3, the children knew when to use DOM and 
when not to use it. While Rodriguez-Mondoñedo found some errors in the children’s oral 
production, most of these errors were questionable. For example, María produced a total of 4 
mistakes: she incorrectly produced DOM when it was not required two times, and she incorrectly 
omitted DOM with two objects that needed to be marked. However, when taking a closer look at 
what she produced, it is questionable whether her omissions should be considered mistakes. In 
sentence (3.1a), los gigantes should be marked because it is a human and a definite object. Thus, 
it appears that María’s production was ungrammatical. However, because she pronounced buscar 
as buca, she may have actually produced the case marker ‘a’, but it was reduced for phonetic 
reasons. Also, los gigantes may have been considered non-human. Likewise, in sentence (3.1b), 
papa is an animate and specific object and thus needs to be marked. The fact that María 
produced the gerund of mirar ‘to look’ as miranda instead of mirando, which is the correct form, 
may have been because she was in fact using the case marker ‘a’ which took the place of the 























     María 24 2 7.7 413 2 0.5 
     Juan 8 1 11.1 36 0 0 
     Koki 12 4 25 316 3 0.95 
Emilio 1 3 75 164 1 0.6 
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(3.1) 
a) Voy a bu(s)car(r) los gigantes. 
           go    to look          the giants.  
          ‘I am going to look for the giants’  
b) Ahí     se  va        miranda  papa 
            there he/she go look(ing)  dad. 
          ‘There he goes looking for dad’ 
María also appeared to produce DOM in sentences where it was not required, like in sentence 
(3.2a). Because tambor ‘drum’ is inanimate, it should not be marked. However, in this particular 
context, Rodriguez-Mondoñedo explained, tambor referred to a bear doll holding a drum. Thus, 
it is possible that she referred to the bear as tambor. This could also explain the mistake she 
made in sentence (3.2b). However, in sentence (3.2a) the ‘a’ could also be ‘el’ the determiner.  
(3.2) 
a) y cojo a tambo(r) 
       and I get  DOM drum 
      ‘and I get the drum’ 
b) viene la policía a saca(r) a la,   al                  tambor, al osito Wily 
      comes the police to catch DOM the, DOM the drum, DOM the little Willy  Bear 
     ‘The police comes to catch the drum, the little Willy Bear’ 





(3.3)   
puja puja        Chacha. 
push push       Chacha. 
‘Push, Push, Cacha.’ 
In this sentence, Chacha, a proper noun, should be marked. However, as the verb puja ‘push’ 
ends in ‘a,’ one can speculate that Juan suppressed the case marker ‘a’ for phonetic reasons. This 
seems to be a reasonable explanation because Juan generally knew when and how to use DOM, 
as he did not make any other mistakes.  
Koki and Emilio produced more mistakes than María and Juan. However, the fact that 
these children were bilingual may explain their mistakes. Koki was exposed to Spanish and 
English simultaneously by his mother, a native speaker of Spanish, and his father, a native 
speaker of English learning Spanish as an L2. English, contrary to Spanish, does not have DOM. 
Emilio was from Cataluña, a bilingual region in Spain where both Spanish and Catalan are 
official languages, and was exposed to both Spanish and Catalan. In Catalan, DOM is only used 
with strong pronouns. Both Koki and Emilio omitted DOM in contexts where DOM should have 
been used. For example, Koki produced sentences like (3.4a) and (3.4b) and Emilio sentences 
like (3.5a) and (3.5b). 
(3.4) 
a) yo veo (l)a(s) niñas to (l)a ventana 
I   see DOM the girls through the window. 




b) quiero la niña que que 
want the girl that that 
‘I want the girl that that’ 
 (3.5) 
a) No tu dibujo el nene 
no you draw the baby 
‘No, you draw the baby’ 
b) Quiero ver el Simón 
want to see the Simon 
‘I want to see the Simon’ 
These results suggest that bilingual children, due to limited Spanish input and possible 
influence of other languages (English, Catalan), do not master DOM at the same level as 
monolingual children. Bilingual children, in other words, may need more time to completely 
develop DOM. However, Rodriguez-Mondoñedo noticed that Koki not only omitted DOM when 
it was required, but he also produced DOM with inanimate objects on several occasions, as in 
(3.6). 
(3.6)  
Dámelo al lapicito, voy a dibuj… voy a dibujar a una o. 
give-me DOM the little pencil, I am going to dr…I am going to draw DOM an o. 
‘Give the little pencil, I’m going to draw one “o”’ 
In effect, Koki extended the use of DOM in this sentence to an inanimate object with clitic 
doubling. As previously mentioned, clitic doubling favors the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects in those dialects in which DOM with inanimate objects is acceptable (Leonetti, 2003; 
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Montrul, 2013). Rodriguez-Mondoñedo noticed that Koki’s mother also extended the use of 
DOM in a similar manner, as in (3.7). 
(3.7)  
¿dónde lo dejó a (e)l lapicito ?  
where it left DOM (the) little pencil  
‘Where did he leave the little pencil?’ 
Rodriguez-Mondoñedo suggested that Koki’s mother was possibly using DOM with an 
inanimate object because she was treating the pencil as something animate. He added that 
treating inanimate objects as though they are animate objects is a typical thing to do in 
‘motherese’ talk. However, Rodriguez-Mondoñedo did not consider the fact that DOM appears 
to be extending to inanimate objects in some dialects, particularly in Mexican Spanish. Koki and 
his mother’s productions are relevant for the present study, as the extension of DOM to 
inanimate objects in Mexican Spanish is analyzed in detail in Chapter 4. Finally, as Rodriguez-
Modoñedo’s study was restricted to cases of animacy, it does not support the conclusion that 
DOM is completely acquired by the age of 3. For example, while Rodriguez-Modoñedo 
extracted all the instances of DOM and found very few errors, he did not take into account the 
Referentiality Scale when analyzing children’s use or omission of DOM.  
In the second study on the acquisition of Spanish DOM by monolingual children, Ticio 
and Avram (2015) analyzed whether the semantic hierarchies represented in the Animacy and 
Referentiality Scales are reflected in the L1 acquisition path. In other words, they tested whether 
children mark some objects earlier than others and whether any objects are never marked before 
the age of 3. In total, they analyzed 3 children from the CHILDES database (MacWhinney, 
2000): Irene between the ages of 1;01 and 2;05; Magin between the ages of 1;07 and 2;03; and 
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Nieva between the ages of 1;08 and 2;03. Contrary to Rodriguez-Mondoñedo (2015), Ticio and 
Avram did not provide information about the children’s linguistic backgrounds. Thus, 
interpretation of their results is more complicated.  
Overall, results suggested that children rely on the sematic features underlying the 
Animacy and Referentiality Scales while in the process of acquiring DOM but do not follow the 
exact order represented in those scales. Results showed that animacy seems to be the most 
important factor that triggers the use of DOM by children because they produced DOM with 
animate objects first. With respect to the Referentiality Scale, children demonstrated a preference 
to mark proper names and definite pronouns first. For the present study, it is important to analyze 
in more detail what the children actually produced or failed to produce, as there was considerable 
individual variation. For example, Nieva only omitted DOM once in an obligatory context, while 
Irene omitted DOM in obligatory contexts 19 times. As for Magin, he omitted DOM on 4 
occasions, as in (3.8)3. Irene may have produced significantly more mistakes than Nieva and 
Magin because she produced more objects overall (67) than both Magin (21) and Nieva (6).  
(3.8)  
Quiero mamá mucho 
love   mommy a lot  
‘I love mommy a lot’ 
Although minimal, the researchers also found some cases where the children used DOM with 
inanimate objects. Unfortunately, the authors did not provide any of those examples in the study 
and, due to the lack of linguistic background information, it is difficult to hypothesize why the 
children extended DOM to inanimate objects in these few cases. Despite individual variation 
between the children where some children produced DOM more like mature speakers than 
                                               
3 The authors did not provide additional examples of sentences produced by the children.  
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others, Ticio and Avram concluded, similar to Rodriguez-Mondoñedo (2015), that monolingual 
children master the use of DOM by the age of 3.  
While these studies are informative, research on the acquisition of DOM by monolingual 
children is still limited, and in some cases, more information about the children is needed to 
better understand individual variation. Moreover, as discussed in Chapter 4, existing studies have 
ignored the fact that not all Spanish varieties use DOM similarly and great variation exists 
among individual speakers. The next section focuses on the acquisition of DOM by bilingual 
children who, contrary to monolingually-raised children, do not demonstrate a full command of 
DOM by the age of 3. 
3.2.2. Bilingual Children 
 In order to better understand how bilingual children acquire DOM at an early age, Ticio 
(2015) analyzed data provided in CHILDES (MacWhiney, 2000) and examined the spontaneous 
speech of 6 bilingual children (5 Spanish-English bilinguals and 1 Spanish-Catalan bilingual) 
(Table 3.2 summarizes the children’s linguistic backgrounds). 
Table 3.2: Participants’ table (Ticio, 2015) 
Child Age Range MLU Range Majority Language 
Tina 2;2–2;11 1.76–3.78 English 
Carla 2;0–3;3 3 1.98–4.2 English 
Leo 1;1–3;6 0–3.75 Spanish 
Simon 1;1–3;6 0–3.5 Spanish 
Ric 2;8–3;2 1.5–2.2 English 
Yasmin 1;10–2;10 10 1.22–3.34 Spanish-Catalan 
M 1;3–2;6 2;6 0–2.42 English 
 
More specifically, she analyzed the emergence of DOM in bilingual children who learned 
Spanish and either English or Catalan at the same age (i.e. simultaneous bilinguals) by 
comparing them to monolingually-raised children. After comparing the bilingual children to the 
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monolingual children in Rodriguez-Mondoñedo (2008), Ticio suggested that bilingual children 
do not master DOM at the same level as monolingual children by the age of 3. For example, 
Carla, an American child with a mother from Spain and a father from the U.S., produced 
sentences like (3.9) at the age of 2;06. 
(3.9)  
Buscar su bebé 
look-for her baby 
           ‘to look for her baby’ 
In most cases, the bilingual children omitted DOM with animate and specific objects, as in (3.9). 
However, in two cases, Ticio found extension of DOM to inanimate objects. Simon, a Spanish 
boy raised bilingual since birth by his English and Spanish speaking parents produced (3.10). 
Simon was playing with toys, inanimate objects that are usually not marked with DOM. 
However, Simon may have considered the toys, which were animals, to be animate objects and 
thus marked them with DOM. 
(3.10) 
comer a cabritillos 
eat DOM young-goats 
‘eat young goats’ 
Yasmine, a Catalan child exposed to Spanish, English and Catalan since birth, produced (3.11). 
(3.11)  
Pinta a la luna Susana 
draw DOM the moon Susan 
‘Draw the moon Susan’ 
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It is difficult to determine the reason for the extension of DOM to inanimate objects in 
these cases because the sentences could technically be considered grammatical if the children 
personified the goats and the moon. With no contextual information, however, it is impossible to 
determine whether the children assigned [+animate] features to the objects. Ticio suggested that 
bilingual speakers do not master DOM like monolingual speakers due to reduced input. Indeed, 
among the children Ticio tested, those with less Spanish input showed the least command of 
DOM. For example, Ric, an American child who only received Spanish input from his mother 
and grandmother (less than 40%), did not produce DOM at all. Thus, he did not mark any 




‘We do (draw) me 
Ticio’s results also showed that, overall, DOM emerges later in bilingual children than in 
monolingual children. Thus, she suggested that the difference between bilingual and 
monolingual children on their mastery of DOM may be a matter of time: bilingual children may 
need more time to catch up to monolingual children with respect to the acquisition of DOM.   
In order to test this hypothesis, Montrul and Sánchez-Walker (2015) tested different age 
groups of bilingual children on their command of DOM. However, they only tested the effect of 
animacy on the object. In other words, Montrul and Sánchez-Walker only tested whether 
bilingual children were aware of the fact that animate objects must be marked in Spanish. They 
tested a group of 39 bilingual children between the ages of 6;00 and 17;00. Because the children 
were living in the U.S at the time of testing, English was their dominant language, while Spanish, 
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their heritage language, was their weaker language. Moreover, participants were divided in two 
groups, simultaneous bilinguals (those children who were exposed to both Spanish and English 
since birth) and sequential bilinguals (those children who were first exposed exclusively to 
Spanish and later to English), to test whether age of onset of bilingualism has an effect on the 
acquisition of DOM. The bilingual children were also compared to a monolingual group of 20 
children living in Mexico between the ages of 6;00 and 17;00.  
Montrul and Sánchez-Walker used a storytelling task and a picture description task to test 
the children’s use of DOM. For the storytelling task, participants were provided with 14 colorful 
pictures of the story ‘Little Red Riding Hood’ via a PowerPoint slideshow and were asked to 
narrate the story. For the picture description task, participants saw a picture and a verb on a 
computer screen and were asked to produce a sentence using those elements. Results revealed 
that: (1) type of bilingualism (simultaneous or sequential) did not play a significant role, as 
simultaneous and sequential bilinguals behaved similarly; and (2) bilinguals, but not 
monolinguals, consistently omitted DOM with animate and specific objects. However, there was 
notable variation among the bilingual children with some individuals producing DOM in an 
adult-like manner while other children consistently omitted DOM regardless of the object. In 
order to understand this variability, the authors looked at participants’ linguistic profiles and saw 
that those children who were exposed mostly to Spanish at home were the ones producing DOM 
like adults. Therefore, as suggested by Ticio, exposure to Spanish appears to explain the 
individual variance found with production of DOM: the greater amount of Spanish exposure, the 
higher frequency of use of DOM.  
 Because some of the older bilinguals in their first study did not show a full command of 
DOM, Montrul and Sánchez-Walker tested even older bilinguals between the ages of 18;00 and 
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25;00 in another study. Participants in this study were also divided into groups of simultaneous 
and sequential bilinguals, and the bilingual participants were compared to age-matched 
monolingual speakers from Mexico. Similar to the previous study, participants completed a 
storytelling task and a picture description task. Results showed that, like the school-aged 
bilingual children, this group of young adult bilingual speakers omitted DOM with animate and 
specific objects. However, once again, there was notable variation between individual 
participants. While some participants used DOM most of the time, others omitted DOM most of 
the time. Therefore, the authors looked again at participants’ linguistic profiles to try to find any 
patterns that could explain this variability. Results suggested that, overall, participants who used 
DOM were exposed to greater amounts of Spanish and used Spanish more in their daily lives 
than the participants who omitted DOM. Therefore, there appears to be a correlation between 
continuous exposure to Spanish and the acquisition of DOM.  
Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis (2011) also tested older bilinguals to study whether 
bilingual children can attain a full command of DOM. They tested 44 bilingual children between 
the ages of 10 and 14 who were living in the United Kingdom at the time of testing. Thus, apart 
from Spanish, their heritage language, participants also spoke English, the dominant language of 
their country of residence. Participants were tested on their knowledge of DOM with a 
completion task in which they were given several sentences with a gap and were asked to either 
fill the gap with one word or leave it empty. Their performance was then compared to that of a 
monolingually-raised group of native speakers of the same age. Results revealed that while 
bilingual children were less accurate than the monolingual children overall, monolingual children 
scored lower than expected. Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis suggested that, by the age of 10, 
bilingual children still show less command of DOM than monolingual speakers. However, 
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because even the monolingual speakers scored lower than expected, they suggested that the task 
may have been too complicated for the children.  
In Montrul and Sánchez-Walker (2013), monolingual children produced DOM with 
above 90% accuracy in the oral production task. Therefore, in another study, Guijarro-Fuentes et 
al. (2017) tested 54 bilingual children between the ages of 10;00 and 15;00 living in London on 
their knowledge of DOM with a context-matching AJT. For this task, participants read a text 
followed by a sentence and then judged the sentence on a scale from 1 to 4 (1 = sounds very bad, 
2 = sounds relatively bad, 3 = sounds relatively good and 4 = sounds very good). A fifth 
category, ‘I don’t know’, was also included. Bilingual participants were compared to a group of 
20 Spanish monolinguals between the ages of 12;00 and 15;00. Results revealed that the 
bilinguals’ performance did not differ from the monolinguals’; however, neither of the groups 
performed at ceiling. Therefore, Guijarro-Fuentes et al. suggested that bilingual and monolingual 
children show similar commands of DOM by the age of 12. However, once again, monolingual 
children scored lower than expected. Thus, Guijarro-Fuentes et al. noted that the task appeared to 
be too complicated for the children and that more research would be needed to confirm the 
results. 
Guijarro-Fuentes et al. (2017) also compared their results to the results obtained in 
Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis (2011). Overall, both monolingual speakers and bilingual speakers 
performed better in the completion tasks than in the context-matching AJTs. However, while 
monolingual children performed significantly better than the bilingual children in the completion 
tasks, there was no group difference in the context-matching AJTs. Thus, the authors suggested 
that when analyzing other aspects besides animacy and when using oral and written data, 
monolingual children may need more time than was previously thought to fully acquire all the 
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syntactic-semantic features of DOM. Contrary to most studies looking at the acquisition of 
DOM, Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis (2011) and Guijarro-Fuentes et al. (2017) analyzed not only 
the effect of animacy on the acquisition of DOM but also the effect of specificity and 
definiteness. Despite indicating that their tasks may have been too complicated and explicit for 
the children, results from the two studies are relevant for the literature of DOM acquisition 
because they show that monolingual children do not fully acquired DOM by the age of 3 and 
only know the basics of this feature. Bilingual children, on the other hand, appear to not even 
master the basics evidenced by their poorer performance compared to monolingually-raised 
native speakers. These studies also show the importance of using different tasks when studying a 
phenomenon. By utilizing comprehension tasks, Guijarro-Fuentes et al. obtained data that 
contradicted previous research using oral tasks. The new data suggests that even monolingual 
children do not completely master DOM at an early age.   
All in all, it appears that bilingual children do not master DOM at the same level as 
monolingual children. Even after several years of exposure to Spanish, bilingual children do not 
show a full command of DOM. Moreover, studies have shown so far that type of bilingualism 
(simultaneous or sequential) does not seem to have an effect. However, variation among 
individual bilingual speakers suggests other factors, such as amount of input from Spanish, must 
be considered when analyzing bilinguals’ command of DOM. The following sections describe 
research on two types of bilinguals at a later stage in life. Section 3.2.3 focuses on adult heritage 
speakers of Spanish, and Section 3.2.4 examines adult L2 learners of Spanish. 
3.2.3. Adult Bilinguals: Heritage Speakers  
In order to see whether bilingual children can attain a full command of DOM once they 
get older, many studies have analyzed adult heritage speakers of Spanish. These studies usually 
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show that adult heritage speakers display high rates of DOM omission in their speech. Moreover, 
the omission of DOM with animate and specific objects is apparent not only in adult heritage 
speakers’ production but also in their judgments, regardless of proficiency level (Montrul & 
Bowles, 2009). For example, Montrul (2004) tested a group of 24 adult Spanish heritage 
speakers who were raised bilingually in the U.S using a storytelling task. Montrul divided the 
heritage speakers into two groups: intermediate heritage speakers (n=10) and advanced heritage 
speakers (n=14). These two groups were compared to a group of 20 monolingually-raised 
Spanish speakers from a variety of Spanish-speaking countries. Results showed that heritage 
speakers differed significantly from monolinguals, as they consistently omitted DOM with 
animate objects. Intermediate heritage speakers omitted DOM with 21.3% of the animate 
objects, and advanced heritage speakers omitted DOM with 6% of the animate objects produced. 
Moreover, results showed that there was no clear semantic distribution for the omissions detected 
in the two groups of heritage speakers. Montrul suggested that the heritage speakers were never 
able to acquire all the properties related to DOM (i.e. they showed incomplete acquisition) due to 
interrupted development caused by restricted exposure to and use of Spanish in early childhood 
as well as intense exposure to and use of their dominant language (English).  
To expand upon the results obtained in Montrul (2004), Montrul and Bowles (2009) 
conducted another study in which they also included a group of low proficiency heritage 
speakers. Moreover, they tested not only heritage speakers’ oral production of DOM with the 
same storytelling task used in Montrul (2004) but also their use of DOM with an AJT. 
Participants had to read sentences which varied on the use of DOM and on the animacy of the 
object, and they had to rate the sentences by assigning the following values: 1 = completely 
unacceptable, 2 = acceptable in rare contexts, 3 = I can’t tell, 4 = acceptable in many contexts 
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and 5 = perfectly acceptable. Results for the oral task showed a significant difference between 
the native speakers and the heritage speakers, because while the native speakers always produced 
DOM with animate objects, the heritage speakers showed 29.1% (78/268) DOM omission 
overall. Regardless of the proficiency, all the heritage speakers omitted DOM with animate 
objects. As for the AJT, heritage speakers, but not the native speakers, considered sentences with 
animate objects and DOM omission as grammatical. In this task, proficiency again did not seem 
to play a significant role, as the native speakers significantly differed from the three groups of 
heritage speakers.  
Following this study, Montrul and Sanchez-Walker (2013) tested first-generation 
immigrants’ use of DOM in order to test whether not only quantity but also quality of input is 
important for the acquisition of DOM. The language of first-generation immigrants serves as 
input for younger generations (second and third generations), and thus first generation use of 
DOM may influence younger generations. The researchers tested 23 adult immigrants (15 from 
Mexico, 8 from other Spanish-speaking countries) between the ages of 25;00 and 58;00 who 
immigrated to the U.S after the age of 18 and had been residing in the country for several years. 
This group of adult bilinguals completed the storytelling and picture description tasks described 
previously, and the results were compared to a group of monolingually-raised native speakers 
from Mexico. Results revealed that the adult immigrants differed from the monolingual adult 
native speakers. The adult bilinguals, but not the monolinguals, frequently omitted DOM with 
animate and specific objects. These results suggest that DOM may be subject to attrition in adult 
Spanish speakers living in the U.S for several years. Attrition refers to the loss of previously 
acquired L1 grammatical features, and it is common among adult bilingual speakers after 
continuous exposure to an L2. Therefore, younger generations (second and third generations) 
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may omit DOM due to not only their own interrupted development (incomplete acquisition) but 
also linguistic patterns reinforced and modeled by the parental generation.  
In order to better comprehend whether quantity and quality of input may be related to 
DOM omission with animate objects, Montrul (2014) conducted another study in which she 
analyzed DOM in five groups of speakers through different experimental methodologies: two 
groups of Spanish heritage speakers (simultaneous bilinguals (n = 35) and sequential bilinguals 
(n = 29)), a group of first generation adult immigrants (adult immigrants from Mexico who 
immigrated to the U.S. after age 18 (n = 23)), and two groups of native speakers from Mexico 
(native speakers from Guanajuato, Mexico matched in age to the heritage speakers tested in the 
U.S. (n = 20) and native speakers from Guanajuato, Mexico matched in age to the adult 
immigrant group (n = 20)). The aim of this study was to analyze whether DOM omission is also 
evident in oral/written comprehension and written production in both first- and second-
generation Spanish-speaking immigrants. Participants completed (1) a written production task 
for which participants were given three words and had to write complete sentences by adding all 
the grammatical elements they considered necessary and (2) a comprehension task which 
consisted of a written and an oral version of a picture-sentence matching task. The 
comprehension task was designed to better understand the potential reasons for why heritage 
speakers omit DOM with animate objects and, more specifically, to see whether heritage 
speakers perceive the preposition ‘a’, and if so, whether they assign the correct meaning to it. 
Participants saw three pictures on a computer screen and either read or listened to a sentence that 
represented one of the pictures.  
Results for the written production task indicated that the native speakers from Mexico 
differed significantly from the three groups of heritage speakers living in the U.S., as the latter 
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omitted DOM more than the former. However, the two groups of native speakers did not differ 
from each other and neither did the three groups of heritage speakers. As for the comprehension 
task, all groups were quite accurate at comprehending the sentences with DOM. Nevertheless, 
the three groups of heritage speakers living in the U.S. showed more difficulties than the native 
speakers from Mexico. The errors involved the confusion of (pro)V-DOM (Llamó a Juan ‘‘She 
called Juan.’’) and S-V sentences (Llamó  Juan ‘‘Juan called.’’). This suggests that heritage 
speakers were sometimes interpreting the meaning of the DOM marker as an object marker. 
Interestingly, as in the written comprehension task, there were no significant differences between 
the three groups of heritage speakers, which suggests that all groups were affected to the same 
extent.  
To better understand what happens with DOM across generations, Montrul, Bhatt & 
Girju (2015) tested 56 second generation immigrants (32 simultaneous bilinguals and 24 
sequential bilinguals) and 21 first generation adult immigrants from Mexico. They also tested 41 
monolingual speakers from Mexico (20 young monolingual native speakers and 20 adult 
monolingual native speakers). Participants completed a bimodal AJT for which participants were 
asked to read a sentence while also listening to it and to rate the sentence following a scale of 
one to four (1 = completely unacceptable, 4 = perfectly acceptable). Participants could also 
choose an “I don’t know” option. Overall, the three groups living in the U.S. differed from the 
two groups living in Mexico on their acceptability ratings. For example, while the monolingual 
native speaker groups rejected the sentences that contained animate and specific objects without 
DOM, the bilingual groups living in the U.S. accepted these ungrammatical sentences 
significantly more often.  
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The results reaffirmed the findings of several previous studies: (1) as Montrul and 
Sánchez-Walker (2013) suggested, age of onset of bilingualism does not appear to be an 
important factor in the acquisition of Spanish DOM, as simultaneous and sequential bilinguals 
did not significantly differ; and (2) as Montrul and Sánchez-Walker (2013) noted, DOM is 
subject to attrition in first-generation immigrants because the adult immigrants differed from the 
adult monolinguals living in Mexico. Therefore, the authors proposed that incomplete acquisition 
of DOM in bilingual speakers who are born in the U.S is reinforced by emerging patterns in 
some speakers of the parental generation. They concluded that, while many studies have 
analyzed whether the omission of DOM with animate and specific objects is due to incomplete 
acquisition, attrition or both, the omission of DOM could in fact be a stabilized feature in the 
Spanish of the U.S. (U.S. Spanish). In U.S. Spanish, DOM marking may be on the verge of 
disappearing with animate objects, probably due to convergence with English. In other words, 
DOM omission may actually be a dialectal feature of U.S. Spanish that distinguishes it from 
monolingual varieties.  
3.2.4. Adult Bilinguals: L2 Learners 
If some of the variability with DOM in Spanish heritage speakers can be attributed to 
transfer from English, another group that is likely to evidence similar transfer is L2 learners of 
Spanish whose L1 is English. Due to the complexity of DOM, much research has been 
conducted on the acquisition of DOM by adult L2 learners. Adult L2 learners refer to individuals 
who were exposed to Spanish during their teenage years, usually in a formal context (i.e. in a 
classroom). Most of the studies that have analyzed the acquisition of DOM by these speakers 
found DOM to be very difficult to acquire, especially by those learners whose L1 does not have 
DOM (McCollam Wiebe, 2003; Farley & McCollam, 2004; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2014) 
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In one such study, Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis (2007) tested 33 native speakers of 
English learning Spanish as a second language by dividing the participants into three groups 
depending on their proficiency: 7 low-intermediate, 11 high-intermediate and 15 advanced. 
Participants completed an AJT that tested their knowledge of DOM regulated by the animacy of 
objects, the specificity of objects and the aspectual class of verbs. Participants judged sentences 
that were preceded by a short background story. The background story was important, as it 
provided the context for the sentences the participants judged as acceptable or unacceptable. 
However, some sentences were easier to judge than others. For some sentences, participants had 
to take into consideration two semantic features (e.g. [+/- animate] and [+/- specific]), while only 
one semantic feature needed to be considered for others (e.g. [+/- animate]). Results showed that, 
overall, participants did not master DOM. However, for the advanced group, the judgments 
seemed to be affected by the complexity of the conditions. That is, participants with an advanced 
proficiency performed better in conditions involving only one semantic feature than when more 
than one feature was involved. As for the low-intermediate and high-intermediate participants, 
the complexity of the sentences did not matter. They rated grammatical and ungrammatical 
sentences similarly. All in all, Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis concluded that Spanish DOM is 
subject to incomplete acquisition and fossilization even at advanced proficiency levels. 
Incomplete acquisition and fossilization happen when, even after being exposed to a language for 
a while, speakers still differ from the monolingually-raised native speakers of that language.  
In a very similar study, Guijarro-Fuentes (2012) tested 49 native speakers of English 
learning Spanish as an L2. Again, participants were divided into three different groups 
depending on their proficiency (low-intermediate (n = 15), high-intermediate (n = 16) and 
advanced (n = 17)). This time, however, participants completed a completion task in addition to 
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an AJT. While in the AJT, only participants’ comprehension was tested, in the completion task, 
participants’ production was also tested. As in Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis (2007), participants 
with an advanced proficiency in Spanish performed at ceiling in the AJT and in the completion 
task when the target items only involved one feature [+/- animacy]. These results suggest that 
some features are easier to acquire than others and that near-native acquisition of DOM is 
possible for learners with a higher proficiency in Spanish. Results from Guijarro-Fuentes and 
Marinis (2007) and Guijarro-Fuentes (2012) suggest that learners start by acquiring the lexical 
features of animacy and gradually expand their knowledge to more complex clustering of 
features. Moreover, according to Guijarro-Fuentes, learners need to spend a long time in a 
Spanish-speaking country in order to be able to acquire all the features related to DOM.  
However, the tasks used in this study tapped into only participants’ explicit knowledge and not 
their implicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is conscious knowledge usually acquired through 
internalization of rules of abstract structures of grammar. Implicit knowledge is unconscious 
knowledge that is acquired involuntarily in a natural setting. Without measuring participants’ 
implicit knowledge, it is difficult to have a clear picture of the acquisition of DOM and to 
assume that L2 learners with a high proficiency can actually acquire it.  
In order to examine the effects of full immersion contexts and participants’ implicit 
knowledge, Nediger et al. (2016) focused on a group of 21 L1-English, L2-Spanish adults living 
in Spain and measured their DOM knowledge with a grammaticality judgment task, a context-
driven grammaticality judgment task and an elicited production task. Elicitation tasks, contrary 
to grammaticality judgment tasks, tend to tap into participants’ implicit knowledge. However, 
Nediger et al. (2016) decided to only present the results obtained in the grammaticality judgment 
task and the context-driven grammaticality judgment task. Overall, L2 learners performed more 
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similar to the monolingual speakers in the grammaticality judgment task than in the context-
driven grammaticality judgment task. The researchers suggested that this was partly due to a 
combination of fatigue and the complex nature of the context-driven grammaticality judgment 
task. However, when analyzing the results obtained in the grammaticality judgment task, L2 
learners did not always perform like the monolingually-raised native speakers. They performed 
similar to the native speakers in some conditions but not all. For example, the L2 learners 
appeared to master the animacy requirement but not the specificity requirement. Therefore, 
experience in an immersion context does not appear to be enough to acquire all parameters 
related to DOM.  
Several studies have focused on different types of instructional intervention to analyze 
what type of instruction is the most beneficial for learners of Spanish to acquire DOM. While it 
seems that Spanish learners can benefit from instruction of DOM, results are contradictory. For 
instance, McCollam (2003) and Farley and MacCollam (2004) found that instruction has a 
minimal effect on the emergence and accuracy of DOM. In these studies, learners of Spanish 
with an intermediate proficiency and who had no previous formal instruction of DOM before the 
test received different types of instruction, some more explicit than others, or did not receive any 
instruction at all. Participants completed a pretest and a posttest. Regardless of the type of 
instruction, the learners who received instruction of DOM did not improve significantly more 
than the control group. However, these studies do not necessarily indicate that instruction has 
little or no effect on the acquisition of DOM in Spanish, as they only tested production and not 
comprehension. Thus, it is possible that those participants that did not demonstrate improvement 
in their production actually did improve in their comprehension of DOM.  
 60 
Therefore, Bowles and Montrul (2008) also tested instructional intervention on Spanish 
learners with no previous DOM instruction. To test learners’ DOM comprehension after the 
intervention, they used a grammaticality judgment task as a posttest. In this study, the instructed 
learners improved significantly from the pretest to the posttest, as they performed significantly 
better than the uninstructed group when rejecting ungrammatical animate and inanimate DOM 
sentences. However, both groups performed similarly when accepting grammatical DOM 
sentences. Finally, Bowles and Montrul (2009) conducted another study very similar to their 
2008 study, but this time, they tested learners’ DOM comprehension after the intervention with 
not only a grammaticality judgment task but also a written production task. After the 
instructional treatment, the learners were able to produce significantly more grammatical 
sentences involving animate objects than in the pretest. Therefore, these studies show that 
learners can indeed benefit from various kinds of instruction when acquiring DOM. The 
instructed groups improved and were more sensitive to the comprehension of the personal ‘a’ 
after a period of instruction.  
3.2.5. Summary of Previous Research 
All in all, studies on the acquisition of DOM by monolingually-raised children suggest 
that DOM is acquired and mastered by the age of 3. However, Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis 
(2011) explained that, while monolingually-raised children know the basic properties of DOM 
(e.g. the animacy distinction) by the age of 3, when tested on the comprehension of more 
complex DOM properties (e.g. θ-role of the subject or the aspectual class of the predicate), 
children do not show a full command of DOM. The authors suggested that some DOM properties 
may be part of a formal register that is acquired late and can be connected to schooling. 
Additionally, depending on the tasks used in the study, children may or may not show an adult-
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like command of DOM. Bilingual children, on the other hand, do not even show a basic 
command of DOM by the age of 3. Bilingual children consistently omit DOM when it is needed, 
and some bilingual children use DOM when it is not needed (i.e. inanimate objects). Because 
some researchers have claimed that bilingual children begin acquiring DOM later than 
monolingual children, they have suggested that bilingual children may simply need more time 
than monolingual children to demonstrate a full command of DOM. Therefore, several studies 
(Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013; Guijarro- Fuentes & Marinis, 2011; Guijarro Fuentes et al., 
2017) have focused on older bilingual children. However, these studies show that older bilingual 
children do not show a full command of DOM either, as they frequently omit DOM when it is 
required.  
In order to test whether bilinguals ever achieve a target-like use of DOM, numerous 
studies have analyzed the acquisition of DOM in adult heritage speakers (Montrul & Bowles, 
2009; Montrul et al., 2015). Results from these studies show that heritage speakers omit DOM 
regardless of age (both younger and older heritage speakers). Furthermore, age of onset of 
bilingualism does not appear to influence heritage speakers’ production of DOM. These studies 
suggest that DOM is subject to attrition and that heritage speakers suffer from incomplete or 
partial acquisition of DOM due to intense exposure to their dominant language. If some of the 
variability with DOM among Spanish heritage speakers can be attributed to transfer from their 
dominant language, another group likely to evidence similar transfer is L2 learners of Spanish 
whose L1 is English. In fact, similar to heritage speakers, L2 learners also show an incomplete 
acquisition of DOM even at advanced proficiency levels. Instruction does not seem to help either 
heritage speakers or L2 learners. As such, it is still unclear whether bilingual speakers are 
capable of acquiring this structure at the level of monolingual speakers. That is why recent 
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studies have begun to examine the processing strategies that are used to comprehend sentences 
with DOM (Hopp, 2015; Jegerski, 2015; Chamorro et al., 2015; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; 
Jegerski, 2018; Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019). The following section outlines the most significant 
studies on DOM processing. 
3.3. Processing of DOM 
Most research on the processing of DOM has been conducted based upon the Processing 
Instruction approach (VanPatten, 1996, 2004, 2007) to examine how learners make initial form-
meaning connections. According to these studies, learners find DOM problematic because it is 
absent from their processing strategies due to two principles: (1) The Primacy of Meaning 
Principle (PMP); and (2) The First Noun Principle (FNP). According to the PMP, non-content 
words, such as prepositions, are some of the last aspects processed by learners while processing a 
sentence. Moreover, grammatical markers within a sentence can either be meaningful or non-
meaningful. In the case of Spanish DOM, the preposition may or may not provide meaning 
depending on the word order of the sentence. If the marker appears preverbally, it signals that the 
noun is the object and not the subject. However, when the object follows the verb, the marker 
becomes non-meaningful. As for the FNP, it suggests that when processing an agent-action-
object sentence (NVN), the first noun is processed as the grammatical (agentive) subject and the 
second noun as the object, regardless of where the case marker appears. According to the 
Processing Instruction approach, learners are guided by these principles while acquiring 
grammatical features like DOM, and they ultimately determine how learners process a language.  
Studies that have focused on the effects of Processing Instruction propose that instruction 
helps learners process input more effectively. In the case of DOM, learners paid more attention 
to DOM after receiving Input Processing (VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993). However, while these 
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studies focused on the possible processing mechanisms used by the speakers, they did not always 
analyze speakers’ actual processing mechanisms. In other words, they described speakers’ 
procedural knowledge by only using tasks that tested speakers’ declarative knowledge. In fact, 
most studies on the acquisition of DOM have utilized offline behavioral and oral production 
tasks. However, offline tasks are only informative to a certain extent because they can only 
measure participants’ final responses. Because of this limitation, researchers have started to 
implement online tasks in their studies. The biggest difference between online and offline data is 
the time when the response is elicited (Lewis & Philip, 2015): offline responses are elicited with 
no time restriction, and online responses are elicited within limited time periods. Therefore, 
while offline tasks tap into participants’ explicit knowledge, online tasks provide a window into 
participants’ implicit processing and their underlying linguistic representations. 
To date, few studies have looked at the processing mechanisms followed by speakers 
when comprehending DOM, and none of these studies have focused on the effect of Processing 
Instruction. Instead, the aim of these studies has been to better understand the use of grammatical 
knowledge in real time. It is still unclear whether a symmetry exists between speakers’ oral 
production, knowledge and processing strategies. While some studies, assuming that grammar 
feeds the parser, suggest that this symmetry exists and that oral and even comprehension errors 
are due to processing deficits (Clahsen & Felser, 2006), others posit that a dissociation can exist 
between the production system and the comprehension system (Perpiñán, 2015). Perpiñán 
examined the acquisition of prepositional relative clauses in L2-Spanish by English and Arabic 
speakers. She used a control group of native speakers of Spanish and had participants complete 
both an oral production task and an online self-paced grammaticality judgment task. Results 
indicated that while the L2 learners used the same processing mechanisms as the native speakers, 
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their production and grammatical judgments were different. Dissociation between production 
and comprehension has also been found among monolingual speakers. While testing presumptive 
pronouns in relative clause island constructions, Ferreira and Swets (2005) found that 
participants judged sentences as unacceptable while at the same time producing those sentences 
as if they were correct. According to these studies, different linguistic systems seem to access 
different information. In some cases, information accessed in the processing domain is not yet 
available for the production component.  
One of the first studies to examine the real time processing of object marking by heritage 
Spanish speakers was Jegerski (2018). She tested a total of 48 Spanish-English bilinguals who 
differed by age of onset of bilingualism: 32 adult bilinguals who were born in the U.S. and were 
exposed to English before the age of 5. The other 16 bilingual speakers were immigrants who 
had not begun learning English until the ages of 12 to 16. Participants were tested on their online 
processing of DOM using the online self-paced reading method. This method is used to measure 
language comprehension processes in real time while reading. In self-paced reading tasks, 
participants read sentences word-by-word or phrase-by-phrase by pressing a button. The time 
each participant needs to press the button is recorded. Longer reaction times (RTs) are thought to 
represent processing difficulties. For example, in anomaly detection self-paced reading tasks, 
participants are presented with sentences that contain a grammatical error or a semantic or 
pragmatic inconsistency. Reaction times when pressing the button to read these sentences are 
compared to the reaction times needed to read the sentences without anomalies. If participants 
produce longer reaction times with the sentences containing an anomaly than with the sentences 
without an anomaly, it suggests that participants are sensitive to that anomaly. In Jegerski’s 
study, participants’ sensitivity to the use or omission of DOM was analyzed. Results indicated 
 65 
that both groups were sensitive to the use of DOM with inanimate objects, as in (3.13a). 
However, neither the bilinguals, exposed to English early in life, nor the bilinguals, exposed to 
English later in life, were sensitive to the omission of DOM with animate and specific objects, as 
in (3.13b). 
(3.13) 
a) El plomero conoce al edificio de la escuela 
the plumber know the building of the school 
‘The plumber knows the school building’ 
b) María conoce el director de la escuela.  
Maria know the principle of the school 
‘Maria knows the principal of the school’ 
Another study that looked at the processing of DOM by heritage speakers was 
Arechabaleta-Regulez (2016). In this study, 20 bilingual speakers living in the U.S. were tested 
on their DOM processing mechanisms with an eye-tracking with text task. The eye-tracking 
methodology, similar to the self-reading methodology, measures comprehension processes in 
real time. However, the eye-tracking methodology offers some advantages over the self-reading 
methodology: 1) it is more natural because it resembles normal reading; 2) it shows higher 
temporal resolution and allows researchers to divide reading time into different regions of 
interest (Jegerski & VanPatten, 2014); and 3) it allows for a breakdown of natural processing 
into earlier and later processing stages. In this way, not only can a reader’s initial parses and 
interpretation of the words be analyzed, but reanalysis, which happens due to processing 
difficulties, can also be examined. In other words, the fixations that readers make the first time 
that they see a region can be analyzed separately from fixations made when they reread a region. 
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The monitoring of eye movements is crucial to understanding the interactions between syntactic 
and semantic processes that differ from each other over the course of time with the former being 
initiated earlier than the latter (Braze et al., 2002; McElree & Griffith, 1995). Moreover, one 
innovation in this study was to present DOM in sentences following not only a canonical SVO 
word order but also a non-canonical VSO word order. The reason for using sentences with both 
canonical and non-canonical word orders was to test the principles mentioned in the Input 
Processing approach (VanPatten, 2004). Sentences varied by word order and by the use or 
omission of DOM (see 3.14a, 3.14b, 3.14c, 3.14d) 
(3.14) 
a) Juan miró al hermano toda la tarde 
Juan saw DOM the brother all the afternoon 
‘Jaw saw his brother all afternoon’ 
b) Juan miró el hermano toda la tarde 
Juan saw the brother all afternoon 
‘Juan saw the brother all the afternoon’ 
c) Miró Juan al hermano toda la tarde 
saw DOM Juan DOM the borther all the afternoon 
‘Juan saw the brother all the afternoon’ 
d) Miró Juan el hermano toda la tarde 
saw Juan the brother all the afternoon 
‘Juan saw the brother all the afternoon’ 
Results demonstrated that heritage speakers were more sensitive to DOM with non-canonical 
VSO word order sentences than with canonical SVO word order sentences. The author suggested 
 67 
that heritage speakers transferred processing strategies from their dominant language, English, 
when reading SVO sentences. Thus, heritage speakers ignored case marking and only relied on 
word order to comprehend sentences with a canonical word order. Heritage speakers showed 
more sensitivity to DOM with VSO sentences, however, because they could not rely on word 
order to comprehend these sentences. Instead, they processed case marking because it was 
necessary to comprehend the sentences with a non-canonical word order.  
Finally, in a recent study, Jegerski and Sekerina (2019) looked at the processing of DOM 
by heritage speakers with a visual world paradigm. A visual world paradigm monitors 
participants’ eye movements as they listen to or speak a language. Thus, it analyzes auditory 
comprehension which may be a more appropriate way to test heritage speakers’ online 
mechanisms due to their underdeveloped literacy in the heritage language (Benmamoun et al., 
2010; Bolger & Zapata, 2011). Another advantage of the visual world paradigm is that 
participants’ processing mechanisms are analyzed with the use of grammatical sentences. While 
mismatched paradigms have been widely used in psycholinguistic studies, it is more informative 
to use sentences that are part of participants’ input.  
Jegerski and Sekerina tested 24 heritage speakers and 24 bilingual speakers. The 
bilingual speakers were all raised in a Spanish-speaking country and moved to the U.S. as adults. 
Participants’ online processing mechanisms were analyzed with wh- questions with DOM at the 
beginning of the sentence to analyze whether participants would be able to use DOM 
predictively. However, before listening to the target wh-question, participants were first 
introduced to a sentence with two animate referents and a location (3.15a), then to a second 
sentence with one transitive event with the two main referents (3.15b) and, finally, to a distractor 
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sentence (3.15c). Finally, they were presented with the wh- question querying either the subject 
(3.15d) or the object (3.15e) of the transitive event. 
(3.15) 
a) Una noche, el chivo y el conejo se cayeron a un hoyo 
one night, the goat and the rabbit fell in a hole 
‘One night, the goat and the rabbit fell into a hole’ 
b) El conejo salvo al chivo 
the rabbit saved DOM goat 
‘The rabbit saved the goat’ 
c) Por la manana, el cazador encontro el hoyo vacio.  
in the morning the hunter found the empty hole 
‘In the morning, the hunter found the hole empty’ 
d) Quien salvo al chivo en el hoyo? 
who saved DOM goat in the hole? 
'Who saved the goat in the hole?' 
e) A quien salvo el conejo en el hoyo? 
who(acc) saved the rabbit in the hole? 
'Who did the rabbit save in the whole?' 
While listening these sentences, participants’ eye-movements across four pictures were tracked. 
For example, in (3.15) above, participants saw a picture of a goat, a picture of a rabbit, a picture 
of a hunter and a picture of a hole. After listening to the wh- question, participants had to select 
the target picture by clicking a computer mouse. The researchers also included verbal responses 
by asking participants to verbally answer the wh- questions. Results suggested that the two 
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groups used similar processing mechanisms and used DOM predictively, as they looked at the 
target picture more quickly with questions querying the object (who-object condition (3.15e)) 
than with questions querying the subject (who-subject condition (3.15d)). However, consistent 
with previous studies (Montrul & Walker-Sanchez, 2013), the two groups differed in the oral 
tasks, as the bilingual speakers produced marked animate objects more often than the heritage 
speakers did. Therefore, this study suggests that heritage speakers can sometimes integrate DOM 
during online comprehension; however, they appeared to do so inconsistently. Finally, the 
authors also suggested that word order may be important for heritage speakers when 
comprehending DOM (Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016). 
As for L2 learners, previous research on DOM processing suggests that DOM retraction 
is reflected in speakers’ processing mechanisms. When exposed to sentences where DOM is 
omitted with animate objects, L2 learners do not show any grammatical sensitivity (Jegerski, 
2015, 2017). Jegerski (2015) used an online self-paced reading method to test 76 L1-English/L2-
Spanish bilinguals living in the U.S. Participants read grammatical sentences with animate nouns 
preceded by DOM (3.16a) and grammatical sentences with inanimate nouns and no DOM 
(3.16b). Participants also read ungrammatical sentences with animate nouns without the required 
‘a’ (3.16c) and ungrammatical sentences with inanimate nouns preceded by the personal ‘a’ 
(3.16d). 
(3.16) 
a) Los estudiantes escuchan al maestro con seriedad. 
the students listen DOM the teacher with seriousness 
    ‘The students seriously listen to the teacher.’ 
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b) Los abuelos escuchan el noticiero por la tarde. 
the grandparents listen the news during the afternoon 
    ‘The grandparents listen to the news during the afternoon.’ 
c) Los estudiantes escuchan el maestro con seriedad. 
      the students listen the teacher with seriousness 
    ‘The students seriously listen to the teacher.’ 
d) Los abuelos escuchan al noticiero por la tarde. 
the grandparents listen DOM the news during the afternoon 
‘The grandparents listen to the news during the afternoon.’ 
The reading times suggested that L2 learners were only sensitive to ungrammatical sentences 
when the ‘a’ appeared with inanimate nouns, as in (3.15d). These results seem to explain 
previous offline research on DOM processing: L2 learners omit DOM with animate nouns in oral 
tasks and judgments because they are not sensitive to DOM marking in their real time 
processing. Thus, it appears that the reason why heritage speakers and L2 leaners demonstrate 
DOM omission may be due to the way they process DOM in real time.  
In order to determine whether difficulties with DOM are due to processing difficulties, 
researchers began to analyze DOM acquisition with psycholinguistic methodologies (Jegerski, 
2016; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; Chamorro, Sturt & Sorace, 2016; Hopp & Arriaga, 2016). 
Most studies on the acquisition of DOM have utilized offline behavioral and oral production 
tasks. However, offline tasks are only informative to a certain extent because they can only 
measure participants’ final responses. In contrast, online tasks allow researchers to analyze 
participants’ processing in real time in order to see to what extent the non-standard use of DOM 
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is visible in speakers’ oral production and whether it is also apparent during real time sentence 
processing. 
3.4. Summary 
This chapter highlighted the most relevant studies related to the acquisition of DOM. 
While there are few studies that have looked at the acquisition of DOM by children, it is believed 
that monolingual children show a full command of DOM by the age of 3. However, Rodriguez-
Mondoñedo (2008) restricted his analyses to contexts related to animacy. Therefore, while we 
can conclude that children acquire the feature of animacy by the age of 3, it appears that they 
need more time to acquire the use of DOM in other contexts (Ticio & Avram, 2015). In contrast, 
studies conducted on bilingual children suggest that bilingual children do not show the same 
command as monolingual children by the same age. Thus, among bilingual speakers, the 
development and use of the marker at a young age is less predictable.  
Studies that have focused on adult bilingual speakers have suggested that DOM is 
challenging for heritage speakers and L2 learners whose L1 or dominant language is English 
(Guijarro-Fuentes & Marinis, 2009; Montrul, 2004). Nevertheless, while informative, previous 
studies have not considered some ideas that are examined in this dissertation. Most previous 
studies have ignored the fact that there is DOM variation in some Spanish dialects. For example, 
in Argentinian Spanish or Mexican Spanish, DOM appears to be extending to inanimate objects 
(Company, 2002; Montrul, 2013). However, bearing this in mind is important because: (1) 
monolingual groups have been used as the control group in many studies; and (2) it is important 
to understand whether DOM is extending to new contexts, and if so, whether it is only happening 
in some dialects. Therefore, this dissertation focuses on a group of monolingual speakers from 
Mexico to analyze DOM variation in Mexican Spanish (Chapter 4) and on a group of bilingual 
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CHAPTER 4:   
PRODUCTIVE AND RECEPTIVE KNOWLEDGE OF SPANISH DOM BY 
MONOLINGUAL SPEAKERS OF MEXICAN SPANISH  
 
4.1. Introduction 
This study investigates the relationship between language production, acceptability and 
language processing in monolingual speakers of Mexican Spanish to improve our understanding 
of language variation. Language variation refers to the range of different ways speakers use the 
same language. For example, in modern French, depending on to whom you are speaking, a 
sentence like ‘I don’t want it’ may be produced as either Je ne veux pas or Je veux pas because 
‘ne’ is variably deleted from negation. The importance of understanding language variation lies 
in the fact that variation can sometimes lead to permanent and fundamental changes in a 
language. In the present study, language variation is analyzed from a psycholinguistic 
perspective, as little is known about the way variation is cognitively represented.  
Languages are dynamic systems constantly changing and evolving to adapt to speakers’ 
needs and environments (Aitchison, 2001; McMahon, 1994; Bauer, 1994). Linguistic changes 
occur at every language level: phonological changes (e.g. the great vowel shift in English (Baugh 
& Cable, 1978; Archibald, 2000), syntactic changes (e.g. Old English allowed questions to be 
formed by inverting the subject and the verb (Baugh & Cable, 2002), morphological changes 
(e.g. Old English had case endings to distinguish indirect objects from direct objects (Fischer et 
al., 2000), lexical changes (e.g. new words are constantly introduced into lexicons, for example 
‘selfie’) and semantic changes (e.g. in Old English, ‘girl’ referred to young men in addition to 
women (Banks, 2004). However, linguistic changes are always preceded by a period of language 
variation (Chambers, 2002). During the time that a new form is spreading and becoming more 
frequently used in a community, speakers in that community have the option of using the 
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“innovative” form or the “old” form for expressing an equivalent meaning (e.g. for a time, some 
people used the word ‘girl’ to refer to both young men and women, while others only used it to 
refer to young women). It is during this period, which can last months, years or even centuries, 
that we observe language variation. In order to be considered a case of language change, the old 
form must cease to be used entirely (e.g. nowadays, people only use ‘girl’ to refer to young 
women). Thus, language change is the culmination of variation over time. However, some 
innovative variants “die out” and do not lead to permanent change. Therefore, language variation 
does not necessarily result in language change.  
In order to understand why language variation occurs and why it sometimes, but not 
always, leads to language change, extensive research has been conducted on language variation 
from a sociolinguistic perspective (Weinreicht et al., 1968; Labov, 1972, 1994; Shin, 2014; 
Eckert, 2005). Sociolinguistic research on variation usually focuses on the community level, as it 
takes into consideration the fact that new variants correlate with social factors, such as age, 
gender, region, socioeconomic class etc. For example, young people may begin using a new 
variant that is used less by older people, or women may use a new variant that is less frequently 
used by men and so on. These factors are called external factors. However, sociolinguists have 
also analyzed the influence of internal factors related to grammar, such as type of verb, word 
order etc. Therefore, sociolinguistic research on variation aims to understand why language 
variation and language change occur by studying different communities or groups of people. 
This research is based upon the belief that language variation and language change are not 
random but systematic and rule-governed (Labov, 2001). Therefore, whenever speakers have 
linguistic options available, their choice (e.g. omitting ‘ne’ from a negative sentence in French) 
is influenced by either internal or external factors (Sankoff, 1988).  
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Most research on language variation from a sociolinguistic perspective has analyzed 
speakers’ language production. These studies usually rely on small corpora of recorded 
conversations known as sociolinguistic interviews. The interviews are used to analyze whether a 
specific community or group of people use new forms, and if so, when and why. While 
informative, sociolinguistic interviews cannot tell us everything. Firstly, as the interviews usually 
focus on a small group of people, the collected data may not be representative of the whole 
community. Also, depending on the type of interview (e.g. more or less formal), participants may 
produce a more standard variety, which is different from their everyday use of a more informal 
variety. Moreover, if confronted with only a few productions of an innovative variety, it is hard 
for researchers to decide whether they were one-off occurrences or whether they are indeed part 
of speakers’ innovative speech. Finally, using one variant over another does not necessarily 
mean that the other variant is not part of a speaker’s knowledge or is unacceptable for the 
speaker. For example, the fact that someone produces Je veux pas does not mean that he or she 
does not accept or use Je ne veux pas in other contexts. Because building a larger corpus of 
spoken data is expensive and time-consuming, many sociolinguistic studies on language 
variation and language change have begun to use written corpora, such as newspapers or 
magazines. Although such corpora can be useful, they have also been criticized as they may not 
accurately represent communities’ “street talk.” Newspapers or other written sources tend to use 
the standard written register.  
One way to address some of the weaknesses of sociolinguistic interviews is to use 
controlled elicitation tasks. These tasks are used to get information directly from a group of 
speakers most efficiently (Schilling, 2013). Participants are asked to complete specific tasks, 
such as answering questions, narrating stories, describing pictures etc. The researchers choose 
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the materials before testing the participants so that the materials prompt the use of the specific 
form the researchers are examining. Therefore, these tasks usually provide larger amounts of 
data in much shorter periods of time than sociolinguistic interviews. In addition, participants’ 
answers are quite similar. Thus, it is easier to determine whether only some or almost all of the 
participants produce the same variants. However, as with the naturalistic data collected in 
sociolinguistic interviews, controlled elicitation tasks only provide information about what 
participants actually produce while completing the task. They are unable to detect what does not 
occur and whether that is acceptable for the speakers. The use of one form observed in a 
controlled elicitation task, in other words, does not necessarily mean that a speaker does not 
accept or use another form in other circumstances.  
A solution to this problem is to test not only speakers’ productive knowledge but also 
speakers’ receptive knowledge. This way, we can see which variants are and which variants are 
not part of their knowledge. In order to do so, researchers can use either judgment tasks (e.g. 
grammaticality judgment tasks) or experimental tasks (e.g. self-paced reading tasks). These types 
of tasks are typically used by psycholinguists, who focus on the cognitive mechanisms and 
knowledge structures underlying language production and comprehension, rather than 
sociolinguists. However, combining these types of psycholinguistic tasks with those traditionally 
used in sociolinguistic research to investigate language variation could provide a more accurate 
and more complete explanation of the linguistic variation occurring in a society. For example, an 
important advantage of using judgment tasks is that participants are presented with sentences that 
they may not typically produce and that either contain or do not contain the specific variant being 
studied. Participants are then asked to judge those sentences. For instance, they may be asked 
‘Does the sentence sound acceptable to you?’ or ‘Do you or people around you use this 
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sentence?’ Judgment tasks vary depending on how answers are elicited (e.g. yes/no, Likert Scale, 
forced-choice task, magnitude estimation task etc.) Moreover, by using psycholinguistic 
methodologies, it is possible to study how language variation arises. While it is important to 
understand why language varies, more research is needed on how the mind responds to language 
variation. For example, combining production data with online comprehension data would reveal 
whether there is a discrepancy between usage and comprehension. In other words, by analyzing 
not only speakers’ productive knowledge (via sociolinguistic methodologies) but also their 
receptive knowledge (via psycholinguistic methodologies), language variation research could 
show how comprehension is affected in relation to production. Results could tell us whether: 
 Production and comprehension are equally affected: Speakers use the innovative variant 
in production and demonstrate a preference for this innovation when testing their 
comprehension. This would suggest that a symmetry exists between speakers’ 
competence in production and their competence in comprehension. Speakers accept 
whatever they can produce and are able to produce whatever they accept. 
 Comprehension precedes production: Speakers show a preference for the innovative 
variant in comprehension but not in their production. This would suggest that the rules of 
a language, even new rules, must be more or less internalized before speakers are able to 
produce a grammatical utterance that they have heard before. In some cases, being able to 
comprehend and even accept a phrase does not necessarily indicate that the same 
speakers are able to produce that exact sentence. 
 Production precedes comprehension: Speakers produce the innovative variant but still 
show a preference for the old variant when testing their comprehension. This would 
suggest that speakers produce new variants first, possibly due to a priming effect from 
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other speakers that also produce them, before they fully comprehend or accept those same 
variants.  
Ultimately, psycholinguistics promises to offer new insight to the field of language variation by 
focusing on the individual rather than the community to understand the cognitive processing that 
guides linguistic variation. 
Nevertheless, psycholinguistic methodologies have limitations as well. Judgment tasks, 
for example, have been criticized for being too explicit and procuring answers that may not 
reflect participants’ everyday use of the language. Explicit knowledge refers to what is learned 
with awareness and usually with conscious effort. Thus, when judging sentences, participants 
may rely on what they know they are supposed to say rather than on what they would actually 
say. Moreover, speakers may not always be aware of what they produce. Therefore, studies on 
language variation should add not only judgment tasks but also another type of task commonly 
used in the field of psycholinguistics: experimental tasks. These tasks tap into speakers’ implicit 
knowledge which, contrary to explicit knowledge, refers to what is learned incidentally and 
usually without conscious effort. In order to test speakers’ implicit knowledge, studies on 
language variation should implement new techniques, such as event-related brain potentials 
(ERP), eye-tracking, self-paced reading etc. These kinds of experimental tasks can inform what 
happens at the cognitive level when participants are faced with some type of language variation. 
For example, they could show whether the speakers still rely on the old variant (early stages of 
language variation), whether the speakers rely on both the old and new variants (advanced stages 
of language variation), or whether the old variant is no longer part of the speakers’ competence 
(language change).  
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Previous research has reported DOM variation in speakers’ production in certain Spanish 
varieties (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005). Mexican Spanish, the Spanish variety examined in this 
study, is reported to be one of the dialects that shows DOM variation. Specifically, Mexican 
Spanish appears to extend the use of DOM to inanimate objects. Most of these studies have 
focused on the production of DOM and suggested that internal factors, such as verb type or word 
order, trigger the use of DOM in new contexts. Thus, a sentence like El niño vio al carro ‘The 
child saw the car’ may be acceptable to speakers of Mexican Spanish, while speakers of other 
dialects (e.g. European Spanish) may reject that sentence (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2007).  For 
example, von Heusinger and Kaiser (2007) analyzed informal interviews with speakers living in 
Mexico City from the corpus Macrocorpus de la norma lingüística culta de las principales 
ciudades del mundo hispano. In addition to Mexican Spanish, Von Heusinger and Kaiser also 
analyzed Argentinian Spanish, Peruvian Spanish and Uruguayan Spanish. They found that, 
among those Spanish varieties, Mexican Spanish showed the most cases of DOM with inanimate 
objects. Overall, however, they found fewer cases of DOM with inanimate objects than expected. 
Therefore, it was difficult for the authors to identify which factors triggered the use of DOM 
with inanimate objects. Moreover, while clitic doubling generally triggers the use of DOM, they 
did not find any cases of DOM with inanimate objects and clitic doubling. In a very similar 
study, Tippets (2011) analyzed the use of DOM across three Spanish dialects (Argentinian 
Spanish, Peninsular Spanish and Mexican Spanish) and found that, while the use of DOM with 
inanimate objects was low overall, Mexican Spanish was the most innovative dialect: 15% of all 
objects produced were inanimate objects preceded by DOM in Mexican Spanish, while 8% of all 
objects produced were inanimate objects preceded by DOM in Argentinian Spanish and only 5% 
of all objects produced were inanimate objects preceded by DOM in Peninsular Spanish. 
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In order to further investigate the use and possible diachronic change of DOM in 
Mexican Spanish, Bautista Maldonado and Montrul (2019) tested 60 native speakers from 
Mexico on their production and acceptability judgments of DOM. Contrary to previous studies 
on DOM variation in Mexican Spanish that only analyzed oral data, Bautista Maldonado and 
Montrul (2019) included an AJT in addition to an oral task. The use of an AJT is advantageous 
because researchers can test sentences that do not normally occur in spontaneous speech (e.g. 
ungrammatical sentences), and it is easier to manipulate variables that may be important (e.g. 
animacy of the object, definiteness of the verb etc.). Moreover, variability in grammatical 
competence that may not be perceptible in production can be identified and tracked with 
receptive data. In fact, Bautista Maldonado and Montrul’s results showed that, while the 
production of DOM with inanimate objects was very low during the oral task, participants’ 
acceptance of DOM with definite inanimate objects was particularly high in the AJT. These 
results confirmed that there is a slight tendency toward DOM marking with specific inanimate 
objects. However, the tendency was higher in the AJT than in the oral task. Thus, the authors 
suggested that variability may emerge first in judgment data rather than in production data. 
In order to better understand the diachronic change of DOM usage in Mexican Spanish 
specifically as well as the emergence of language variation generally, this study queries whether 
the extension of DOM with inanimate objects is evident in Mexican Spanish speakers’ 
processing. It is important to analyze speakers’ processing mechanisms to better understand how 
potential linguistic innovations arise within individual speakers. There are several distinct 
advantages to using psycholinguistic methodologies to analyze DOM variation: 
 An important question in language variation is whether sociolinguistic variation is 
conscious or unconscious: Are speakers always aware of language variation? The use of 
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tasks that tend to tap into speakers’ explicit knowledge (i.e. AJTs) combined with tasks 
that tend to tap into speakers’ implicit knowledge (i.e. oral tasks and reading tasks with 
eye-tracking) can help answer this question.  
 Moreover, by testing not only monolingual speakers’ production but also their 
acceptability and online comprehension, results will show whether in language variation: 
(1) production and comprehension are equally affected; (2) comprehension precedes 
production; or (3) production precedes comprehension. Determining whether a symmetry 
or asymmetry exists between production and comprehension in language variation will 
improve the present understanding of how language variation develops and, more 
generally, why language innovations occur. Moreover, whether speakers’ acceptability 
judgments are reflected in their production, online comprehension or in both scopes. 
 Researchers can manipulate the variables they are investigating and expose participants 
to sentences that are unlikely to occur spontaneously in normal conversations. In order to 
analyze whether monolingually-raised Spanish speakers from Mexico extend the use of 
DOM to inanimate objects, participants in this study will be exposed to sentences that 
vary by animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate), markedness (use of DOM 
[+DOM] vs. omission of DOM [-DOM]) and word order (Subject Verb Object (SVO) vs. 
Verb Subject Object (VSO) vs. Object (Clitic) Verb Subject (O(clit)VS)). Word order 
was manipulated because, from a psycholinguistic perspective, processing cues may vary 
depending on the word order of the sentence (VanPatten, 1996, 2004). Moreover, clitic 
left-dislocation sentences formed by object + clitic + verb + (O(clit)VS) subject were 
included because it has been previously suggested that topicalization favors DOM in 
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some dialects (Leonetti, 2003; Montrul, 2013). Innovations with DOM appear to emerge 
first with preverbal objects and then with postverbal objects (Alfaraz, 2011).  
This chapter is organized as follows: First, Section 4.2 describes the participants that took part in 
the study. Next, Section 4.3 provides a broad overview of the study’s structure, including the 
three primary tasks of which it consists (oral tasks, AJT and reading task with eye-tracking), and 
its overall procedure. Sections 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 provide in-depth discussions of each of the three 
tasks, including the corresponding research questions, hypotheses and results. Finally, the overall 
findings of all three tasks are discussed in Section 4.7. 
4.2. Participants 
Thirty-four monolingually-raised native speakers of Mexican Spanish participated in the 
study. All participants were recruited from Universidad Autónoma del Carmen (UNACAR) in 
Ciudad del Carmen, Campeche, Mexico. All participants were between the ages of 18 and 22 
(average age 19.03). In order to participate, participants were required to: (1) have been born in 
Mexico and have lived in Mexico during their childhood; (2) not have been exposed to a second 
language before the age of 10; and (3) not have been exposed to an indigenous language (see 
Table 4.1). Participants completed a background questionnaire to make sure they met all of these 
requirements. All subjects participated in the experiment for monetary compensation. 
Table 4.1: Background questionnaire information 
Participants N Age       AoA of Spanish    AoA of English 
Monolinguals 34 19.3 (18-22) 0 10 (10-12) 
 
4.3. Procedure 
Participants arrived at the laboratory where they first read and signed a consent form. 
Then, they began the study by completing the reading task with eye-tracking for which a portable 
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eye-tracker (Eye Link SR Research, Ltd., Canada) with remote desktop camera sampling at 
500Hz was used. Subjects were seated 50 cm from the monitor with their chin on a chinrest. 
Sentences were presented in 18-point Courier font, left-aligned on the display. Before the task 
began, a calibration procedure was carried out to accurately track participants’ eye-movements. 
During this initial process, participants were instructed to fix their gaze on a set of nine fixation 
points (black dots) displayed on the screen at known locations. While they were doing this, the 
positions of their eyes were recorded. If there were no errors when the calibration was 
performed, the computer then “validated” the information before subjects could begin the actual 
test.  
Next, participants completed a practice session, which consisted of 8 trials, following the 
same procedure as the actual study in order for participants to become familiar with the eye-
tracker and the response controller. The structure of each trial was as follows: first, a white 
screen with a black dot, the central fixation point, appeared in the left middle of the screen. 
Participants were told to look at this point immediately prior to pressing a button on a controller, 
which prompted a sentence to appear on the screen. After reading the sentence, participants 
pressed the button again to continue to a comprehension question related to the sentence they had 
previously seen. Participants used one of two buttons to respond ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the 
comprehension questions after each trial. After the practice session, participants were instructed 
to move their head as little as possible during the experiment to ensure accurate tracking of their 
eye movements. Participants were also informed that they would be allowed to take three breaks 
during the experiment. If participants decided to take a break, and thus moved their chin, 
recalibration was performed again. The eye-tracker machine recorded all movements of each 
participant’s right eye between the appearance of the white screen with the black point, 
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indicating the beginning of a new trial, and the disappearance of the sentence, when a participant 
pressed the button to proceed to the comprehension question. In total, this task lasted between 30 
to 45 minutes.  
After the reading task with eye-tracking, participants completed the oral task in two parts: 
first a narrative task and second an elicitation task. Participants were seated in front of a laptop 
computer and their answers were recorded by the same laptop for both portions. For the narrative 
task, participants were shown 14 colorful pictures via a PowerPoint slideshow depicting the 
children’s tale ‘Little Red Riding Hood’. Participants were asked to narrate the story in Spanish 
based on the pictures and to include as many details as possible. Participants advanced through 
the presentation at their own pace while their narration was continuously recorded. This task did 
not take longer than 10 minutes for any of the participants. The participants then completed the 
elicited production task. For this task, participants were presented pictures (N=32) of humans 
doing a variety of activities via a PowerPoint slideshow. Accompanying each picture were a verb 
and the name(s) of the human(s) that appeared in the picture. Participants were asked to 
formulate one sentence describing what they saw in each picture while using each of those 
elements (the verb and the name(s)). Participants completed this task in less than 10 minutes.  
After the two oral tasks, participants completed the AJT using the same laptop they used 
for the oral tasks. Before starting the AJT, participants were told to read the sentences as 
carefully and as quickly as possible and to rely on their first instinct. The sentences were 
presented visually, and participants had as much time as they wanted to read and judge the 
sentences. Participants were instructed to rate the sentences on a scale of 1 to 5 by pressing a 
button on the computer, with 1 indicating completely unacceptable and 5 totally acceptable. A 
rating of 3 represented ‘undecided’. Participants completed the task within 30 to 40 minutes. 
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Finally, participants completed the background questionnaire which took about 20 to 30 minutes 
to complete. In total, it took participants between 1.5 to 2 hours to complete all of the tasks. 
Participants were paid for their participation ($10/1h). The tasks were arranged in this exact 
order for all participants to ensure none were aware of the purpose of the study while completing 
the tasks. Implicit tasks are usually completed without full verbalizable knowledge of what is 
being tested, as the participant’s attention is not directly focused on the linguistic feature of 
interest to the experiment. However, with more explicit tasks, a participant may be able to 
determine the linguistic form being studied. Thus, participants completed the most implicit tasks 
first (i.e. the reading task with eye-tracking) and the most explicit tasks last (i.e. the AJT).  
The following sections describe each task in greater detail, including the corresponding 
research questions, hypotheses and results. Rather than following the exact order in which 
participants completed the tasks, the discussions are arranged so that the most innovative 
findings are discussed last.  
4.4. Oral Tasks: Narrative Task and Elicited Production Task 
4.4.1. Overview 
The aim of these tasks was to measure participants’ oral production of Spanish DOM. For 
the narrative task, participants narrated the children’s story ‘Little Red Riding Hood’ (see 
Appendix). Participants were provided with 14 colorful pictures of the story via a PowerPoint 
slideshow and were asked to narrate the story using the preterite tense4 while providing as much 
                                               
4 For both oral tasks, participants were instructed to use the preterite tense and for the AJT and the reading 
task with eye-tracking, DOM always appeared with a verb in the preterite tense. The reason for using the 
preterite tense is that when the DOM preposition ‘a’ appears after a verb of the first conjugation in the 
present indicative, for example Ella visita a la abuelita ‘She visits the grandmother’, the sequence of two 
[a] sounds (one from the verbal ending and one for the marker) is reduced to one, possibly somewhat 
lengthened ([a:]), so that the preposition is practically inaudible in speech. In the preterite tense, as in Ella 
visitó a la abuelita ‘She visited the grandmother’, the vowel is diphthongized with the vowel of the verb 
ending (/oa/ or /ua/). Thus, it is easier to analyze the use of DOM. 
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detail as possible based on the pictures (see Figure 4.1). The pictures contained many animate 
and inanimate objects that participants incorporated into their narratives. In this way, the 
narrative oral task elicited instances of DOM. Because participants are usually more concerned 
with what to say (meaning of the story) rather than how to say it (grammar) when completing 
narrative tasks, this task provides semi spontaneous data, perhaps comparable to what one can 








Figure 4.1: Samples of images used in the narrative oral task.  
As for the elicitation task, participants were presented with a picture, a verb and the 
names of the human subjects that appeared in the picture on a computer screen and were asked to 
produce a sentence describing the picture using each of those elements. Participants were told to 
conjugate the verb in the preterite tense so that the use or non-use of DOM was clearly perceived 
(see Footnote 1). In total, participants were tested with 24 pictures: 12 with animate objects and 
12 with inanimate objects (see Appendix). Participants also saw 12 pictures that functioned as 
fillers. The fillers prompted participants to use different constructions (e.g. sentences containing 
gustar-type verbs). Contrary to narrative tasks, participants are more concerned with how to say 
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things (grammar) rather than what to say (describing the sentence) when completing elicitation 









Figure 4.2: Sample of items used in the oral elicitation task. 
4.4.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Is DOM extension to inanimate objects reflected in the production of monolingual 
speakers of Mexican Spanish? 
 If so, does the extension of DOM depend on the type of oral task? 
Based on previous studies, participants were expected to mark categorically animate and 
specific objects but to show some degree of variation with inanimate objects. Moreover, more 
cases of DOM extension were expected in the narrative than in the elicitation task. Overall, 
monolingually-raised native speakers of Mexican Spanish were expected to show some 
extension of DOM to inanimate objects in their oral production (Von Heusinger and Kaiser, 
2005). However, speakers were expected to show more extension of DOM to inanimate objects 
in the narrative task, which is more implicit than the oral elicitation task.  
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4.4.3. Results 
Participants’ answers were audio recorded and their answers transcribed. An individual 
score was calculated for each participant’s use of DOM in each task. In the narrative task and in 
the elicitation task, all direct objects were coded for animacy and for use or non-use of DOM. In 
the elicitation task, if participants produced something unexpected, those sentences were coded 
as ‘other’ and were taken out for the final statistical analyses. An example of the sentences that 
were coded as ‘other’ were sentences in which participants used the passive voice, as in ‘El 
alumno fue castigado’ ‘The student was punished’ when the target sentence was’ La profesora 
castigó al alumno’  ‘The teacher punished the student’. Results were analyzed with a bivariate 
logistic regression with the framework of glm (generalized linear model) using R (version 
1.1.453 for Mac OS X, Development Core Team, 2014) with participant and item as random 
effects and markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]) and animacy of the object (animate vs. 
inanimate) as fixed effects. Participants’ answers and the objects were coded numerically using 
dummy coding: (Use of DOM: Marked=1, Unmarked=0; Animacy of the object: Animate 
Object=1, Inanimate Object=0). These results were then aligned in vertical columns to submit to 
logistic regression analyses. Each participant ended up with 4 percentages reflecting his or her 
use or omission of DOM with either animate or inanimate objects. 
4.4.3.1. Oral Narrative Task 
 
Since the aim of this task was to analyze Mexican native speakers’ production or 
omission of DOM, all sentences with direct objects were considered for the analysis. In total, 
participants produced 196 animate objects and 202 inanimate objects (see Table 4.2). Initially, 
some extension of DOM to inanimate objects was expected in the narrative task; however, 
results did not support this prediction. The logistic regression revealed a significant effect of 
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MARKEDESS, as animate objects were marked with DOM significantly more than inanimate 
objects (t = (33) = 59.85, p = 0.0001) 
Table 4.2: Use or omission of DOM with animate and inanimate objects. 
 
Object Total Objects DOM- Marked Unmarked 
Animate 196 (100%) 194 (98.98%) 2 (1.02%) 
Inanimate 202 (100%) 1 (0.50%) 201(99.50%) 
 
As Table 4.2 shows, on two occasions, two participants omitted DOM with animate and specific 
objects, as in (4.1a) and (4.1b). On one occasion, one participant used DOM with an inanimate 
object, as in (4.1c): 
(4.1) 
a) [Participant 122] El  lobo    atacó       Caperucita. 
                                       the wolf attacked Little red Riding Hood. 
                                      ‘The wolf attacked Little red Riding Hood’ 
b) [Participant 130] Un día    el lobo  al   querer  comerse  Caperucita. 
                                       one day the wolf prep want   eat          Little red Riding Hood 
                                      ‘One day the wolf when  wanting to eat Little red Riding Hood’ 
c) [Participant 110] El  leñador      metió a       las piedras en el  estomago del lobo. 
                                      the woodcutter put   DOM the rocks    in the stomach of the wolf 
 ‘The woodcutter put the rocks in the wolf’s stomach’ 
 
However, participants predominantly used DOM with animate and specific objects and omitted 
DOM with inanimate objects. Therefore, contrary to what was expected, native speakers of 
Mexican Spanish did not show extension of DOM to inanimate objects.  
 90 
4.4.3.2. Oral Elicitation Task 
In the elicitation task, monolingually-raised Mexican speakers produced a total of 391  
animate objects (17 sentences were coded as ‘other’) and a total of 387 inanimate objects (21 
sentences were coded as ‘other’) (see Table 4.3). Some DOM extension to inanimate objects was 
expected but to a lesser extent than in the narrative task. However, the use of DOM with 
inanimate objects was not prominent in this task. Logistic regressions revealed a significant 
effect of MARKEDNESS, as animate objects were marked with DOM significantly more (t = (33) 
= 27.16, p = 0.0001) than inanimate objects.  
Table 4.3: Use or omission of DOM with animate and inanimate objects. 
 
Object Total Objects DOM- Marked Unmarked 
Animate 391 (100%) 382 (97.70%) 9 (2.30%) 
Inanimate 387 (100%) 7 (1.80%) 380 (98.20%) 
 
Speakers of Mexican Spanish also omitted DOM with animate and specific objects on 9 
occasions in this task. However, more than half of these omissions happened with the same verb 
abrazar ‘to hug’. As this verb is more likely to occur with animate objects than inanimate objects 
(Corpus del Español (Davies, 2002)), the omission of DOM with this verb was not expected in 
sentences like (4.2a). Thus, the omission may be related to the object bebé ‘the baby’. Previous 
studies on the semantic aspects of animacy, conducted mostly by psycholinguists, suggest that 
animacy is a binary property. Thus, an object is either animate or inanimate and never more or 
less so. However, linguists see animacy as a graded property. Thus, participants may treat certain 
objects, like bebé ‘the baby’, as less animate than other objects. The other cases of DOM 
omission occurred with the verb perseguir ‘to follow’, as in (4.2b). Because this verb is a 
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movement verb and movement verbs tend to prefer ‘a’ (Fabregas, 2013), the omission of DOM 
was not expected. 
(4.2) 
a) [Participants 100, 103, 105, 110, 122] La mamá abrazó el bebé  
                                                                        the mother hugged the baby 
                                                                       ‘The mother hugged the baby’ 
b) [Participants 103, 111, 128, 130] El niño persiguió el otro niño. 
                                                                the boy followed the other boy 
                                                               ‘The boy followed the other boy’ 
However, participants may have omitted DOM with this verb because the picture representing 
the verb may have been confusing. As Figure 4.3 shows, the subject and the object were both el 








Figure 4.3: Items used in the oral elicitation task with the verb perseguir ‘to follow’. 
As for the sentences with inanimate objects, the extension of DOM to inanimate objects 
happened primarily with the verb visitar ‘to visit’. The extension of DOM in sentences like 
(4.3a) and (4.3b) may have occurred because the object was the proper name of a city, in this 
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case Chicago. Research has shown that proper names, regardless of animacy, may trigger the use 
of DOM (Mardale, 2012; Laca, 2006).  
(4.3) 
a) [Participant 103] Raquel visitó     a       la  ciudad de  Chicago. 
 Raquel visited DOM the city     of  Chicago 
 ‘Raquel visited the city of Chicago’ 
b) [Participants 120, 124, 125] Raquel visitó    a       Chicago 
                                                         Raquel visited DOM Chicago 
                                              ‘Raquel visited Chicago’ 
Participants also extended the use of DOM to inanimate objects with the verbs tocar ‘to touch’, 
as in (4.4a) and (4.4b), and llevar ‘to bring’, as in (4.4c). 
(4.4) 
a) [Participant 100] Julián tocó       a         la planta.  
                                        Julian touched DOM the plant 
                                       ‘Julia touched the plant’ 
b) [Participant 126] El   chico toco        a        la  planta. 
                                       the boy    touched DOM the plant 
                                      ‘The boy touched the plant’ 
c) [Participant 128] El viejo        llevó     al       paraguas. 
                                      the old man brought DOM the umbrella 
                                     ‘The old man brought the umbrella’ 
It is difficult to understand why only some speakers extended the use of DOM to inanimate 
objects with only some verbs. Moreover, the number of cases in which speakers produced this 
 93 
innovative use of DOM was minimal. Therefore, results suggest that Mexican Spanish is not 
undergoing some type of DOM variation, as most participants omitted DOM with inanimate 
objects in most cases.  
4.4.4. Summary of Results  
Results did not support either of the predictions that participants would extend DOM to 
inanimate objects overall and that participants would show more DOM extension in the narrative 
task than in the elicitation task. This may be because participants were tested in a lab setting 
where spontaneous speech production is difficult to achieve, as speakers may not feel relaxed or 
comfortable in the unnatural setting. However, it may also be that more hours of speech 
production are required to identify uses of DOM with inanimate objects. The results obtained 
with these two oral tasks are very similar to the results obtained by Bautista Maldonado and 
Montrul (2019). Overall, native speakers of Mexican Spanish do not seem to extend the use of 
DOM to inanimate object in oral production. However, as suggested by Bautista Maldonado and 
Montrul, variation in grammatical competence may be detectable in other tasks. 
4.5. Acceptability Judgment Task 
4.5.1. Overview 
The aim of this task was to test participants’ judgments of DOM. Sentences varied by 
animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate), markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]) and word 
order (SVO vs. VSO vs. O(clit)VS). Word order was manipulated because, processing cues and 
thus comprehension may vary depending on the word order of the sentence (VanPatten, 1996, 
2015; Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019) and also because topicalization appears to favor the use of 
DOM (Leonetti, 2008; Montrul, 2013). A Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 followed each 
sentence so that participants could express different degrees of acceptability (1=totally 
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unacceptable, 2=unacceptable, 3=undecided; 4=acceptable, 5=totally acceptable). Table 4.4 
shows examples of the sentences used in this task. In total, participants judged 132 sentences 
(listed in Appendix): 72 sentences contained DOM (36 grammatical, 36 ungrammatical) and 60 
sentences were fillers (30 grammatical, 30 ungrammatical). Participants judged 24 sentences 
with SVO word order (12 with animate objects, 12 with inanimate objects), 24 sentences with 
VSO word order (12 with animate objects, 12 with inanimate objects) and 24 sentences 
following a O(clit)VS word order (12 with animate objects, 12 with inanimate objects).  
Table 4.4: Sample sentences used in the AJT. 
Type of Sentence [+DOM] [-DOM] 
SVO  
Animate Object 
El niño acusó al señor de las 
gafas azules 
*Diego acogió el estudiante de 
intercambio 
 ‘The kid accused the man 
with the blue glasses’ 




El joven apreció al esfuerzo 
económico por parte de sus 
padres 
La actriz dibujó el carro de sus 
sueños 
 ‘The young boy appreciated 
the economic effort that his 
parents made’ 
‘The actress drew her dream car’ 
VSO 
 Animate Object 
Amó Julio al abuelo toda su 
vida 
*Arrestó la señora el niño por 
robar dinero 
‘Julie loved her grandfather 
all her life’ 
‘The woman arrested the boy for 
stealing money’ 
VSO 
 Inanimate Object 
Lanzó Astrid al papel por los 
aires 
Recordó Silvia el número de su 
casa 
‘Astrid threw the paper in the 
air’ 




En la casa al padre lo arropó 
el hijo 
*A hablar inglés el estudiante lo 
forzó Mario 
 ‘At home the son bundled up 
his dad’ 




En su clase al documento lo 
escondió Kevin 
Durante el juego el tesoro lo 
enterró Felipe 
 ‘Kevin hid the document in 
his classroom’ 




4.5.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Is the extension of DOM to inanimate objects by speakers of Mexican Spanish reflected 
in their judgments? 
 If so, does the extension of DOM to inanimate objects depend on the word order of the 
sentence? 
Participants were expected to show a preference for DOM extension to inanimate objects 
in the AJT (Bautista Maldonado & Montrul, 2019). Therefore, participants were expected to 
judge sentences with DOM-marked inanimate objects as more acceptable than sentences that 
omitted DOM with animate and specific objects. Moreover, word order was expected to have an 
effect on the extension of DOM. More specifically, extension of DOM to inanimate objects was 
expected to occur most in O(clit)VS sentences, as topicalization triggers the use of DOM 
(Alfaraz, 2011). Thus, extension of DOM was expected to be more acceptable with inanimate 
objects in O(clit)VS sentences than with other sentences. Participants were expected to accept 
sentences with animate objects and DOM as well as sentences with inanimate objects and DOM 
omission more categorically, regardless of word order. Additionally, participants were expected 
to reject sentences with animate objects and DOM omission.  
4.5.3. Results 
Results were analyzed using the clmm (cumulative link mixed model) function in the 
“ordinal” package (Christensen, 2015) using R (version 1.1.453 for Mac OS X, Development 
Core Team, 2014). Clmms were performed on the ordinary-scaled data to model both participant- 
and item-variability (Agresti, 2002). The raw scores were entered as primary outcome measures 
(i.e. item ratings per participant and condition) into the statistical analyses. While the raw scores 
of the acceptability ratings were the dependent variable, markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]) and 
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animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate) were both fixed effects. Subject and item were 
included as random effects not standardized because clmms take inter-participant variation into 
consideration. Clmms were performed separately for each type of sentence (SVO vs. VSO vs. 
O(clit)VS), and the results obtained for each sentence type are discussed below. 
4.5.3.1. SVO Sentences  
The linear mixed model effect revealed a significant effect of MARKEDNESS (β = 2.90, SE 
= 0.25, t = 11.39,  p < 0.0001), a significant effect of ANIMACY (β = 2.49, SE = 0.23, t = 10.50, p 
< 0.0001) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = -4.23, SE = 0.35, t = -11.88, 
p < 0.0001). Pairwise comparisons with Tukey’s multiple comparison test revealed a significant 
difference when comparing sentences with animate objects and DOM to sentences with animate 
objects and DOM omission (β = -2.90, SE =0.25, t = -11.39,  p < 0.0001). As Figure 4.4 shows, 
participants rated the sentences with DOM significantly higher than the sentences with DOM 
omission. As for sentences with DOM omission, most participants seemed to be indecisive about 
the sentences’ acceptability, and there was notable variation among participants’ answers. 
Tukey’s test also revealed a significant contrast when comparing sentences with inanimate 
objects and DOM to sentences with inanimate objects and DOM omission (β = 1.33, SE = 0.23, t 
= 5.66, p < 0. 0001). As Figure 4.4 shows, participants rated the sentences with DOM omission 
significantly higher than the sentences with DOM. However, there was variation on the 
acceptance of the use of DOM with inanimate objects and some participants accepted the use of 
DOM in this context.  
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Figure 4.4: Mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for SVO sentences 
Moreover, when comparing sentences with unmarked animate objects and sentences with 
marked inanimate objects, there was a significant effect (β = -2.49, SE = 0.23, t = -10.49, p < 
0.0001), which shows more of a tendency to expand DOM to inanimate objects than to 
omitDOM with animates. However, there was not a significant effect when comparing sentences 
with marked animate objects and sentences with unmarked inanimate objects (β = 0.40, SE = 
0.26, t = 1.5, p = 0.43), as participants accepted both types of sentences. 
4.5.3.2 VSO Sentences 
 For VSO sentences, the linear mixed model effect revealed a significant effect of 
MARKEDNESS (β = -2.37, SE = 0.21, t = -10.94, p < 0.0001), a significant effect of ANIMACY (β = 
-0.70, SE = 0.19, t = -3.54, p = 0.0003) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β 
= 3.51, SE = 0.30, t = 11.49,  p < 0.0001). Pairwise comparisons with Tukey’s multiple 
comparison test showed that there was a significant difference between the ratings given by 
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participants to sentences with marked animate objects (+DOM) and sentences with unmarked 
animate objects and (-DOM) (β = 2.37, SE = 0.21, t = 10.95, p < 0.0001). As Figure 4.5 shows, 
participants rejected the sentences with DOM omission. However, there was variation among 
participants’ answers. As for sentences with DOM, there was more variation than expected on 
participants’ acceptance. Tukey’s test also revealed a significant difference when comparing 
sentences with marked inanimate objects (+DOM) to sentences with unmarked inanimate objects 
(-DOM) (β = -1.14, SE = 0.20, t = -5.62, p < 0.0001). As Figure 4.5 shows, participants rejected 
sentences with DOM significantly more than sentences without DOM. However, some sentences 
with DOM-marked inanimate objects were still accepted, and there was a great deal of variation 




Figure 4.5: Mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for VSO sentences 
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Results also showed a significant effect when comparing the results obtained with sentences 
containing unmarked animate objects and sentences containing marked inanimate objects (β = -
1.66, SE = 0.20, t = -8.21, p < 0.0001), which suggests a preference for marked inanimate objects 
over unmarked animate objects. When comparing sentences with marked animate objects to 
sentences with unmarked inanimate objects, there was not a significant effect (β = -0.43, SE = 
0.20, t = -2.09, p = 0.15). Mexican native speakers accepted marked animate objects and 
unmarked inanimate objects. 
 The results for VSO sentences appear to be similar to the results obtained for SVO 
sentences. However, there was more variation among participants’ ratings of VSO sentences. For 
example, the boxplot for animate objects and DOM in SVO sentences is very short (Figure 4.4). 
With the exception of some outliers, the majority of participants agreed on the acceptability of 
these sentences. However, the boxplot for + DOM animate objects in VSO sentences is taller 
(Figure 4.5). This suggests that the participants disagreed on the acceptability of these sentences. 
The boxplots contrast in a similar manner for inanimate objects and DOM in SVO and VSO 
sentences.  
4.5.3.3. O(clit)VS Sentences 
The linear mixed model effect for the O(clit)VS sentences revealed a significant effect of 
MARKEDNESS (β = -0.85, SE = 0.28, t = -10.94, p = 0.002), a significant effect of ANIMACY  (β = 
-1.36, SE = 0.28, t = -4.71 , p = 0.0001) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β 
= 1.97, SE = 0.40, t = 4.88 , p = 0.0001). Pairwise comparisons with Tukey’s multiple 
comparison test showed a significant contrast between sentences with marked animate objects 
(+DOM) and sentences with unmarked animate objects (-DOM) (β = 0.85, SE = 0.28, t = 3.04, p 
= 0.01). This time, as Figure 4.6 shows, participants rated sentences with DOM omission higher 
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than sentences marked with DOM. However, most of the participants were indecisive on the 
acceptability of sentences with DOM omission. Tukey’s test also revealed a significant 
difference between sentences with inanimate objects and DOM and sentences with inanimate 
objects and no DOM (β = -1.11, SE = 0.28, t = -3.89, p = 0.0006). As Figure 4.6 shows, 
participants rejected sentences with DOM omission significantly more than sentences with 
DOM. 
Results for the O(clit)VS sentences appear to be very different from the results of SVO 
and VSO sentences. Nevertheless, O(clit)VS sentences received low acceptability ratings overall, 
which suggests that O(clit)VS sentences are not accepted in Mexican Spanish regardless of 












Figure 4.6: Mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for O(clit)VS sentences 
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With O(clit)VS sentences, there was not a significant effect when comparing sentences with 
unmarked animate objects and sentences with marked inanimate objects (β = 0.25, SE = 0.27, t = 
-0.90, p = 0.80), and when comparing sentences with marked animate objects and sentences with 
unmarked inanimate objects, results did not show a significant effect either (β = 0.50, SE = 0.27, 
t = -2.17, p = 0.28). Participants rated these pairs of sentences very similarly.   
4.5.4. Summary of Results 
In the AJT, participants were expected to show consistent and categorical acceptance of 
DOM with animate objects regardless of word order as well as consistent and categorical 
rejection of omission of DOM with animate objects regardless of word order. However, results 
did not fully support these hypotheses. First, participants only showed a significant preference 
for marked animate objects (+DOM) over sentences with unmarked animate objects (-DOM) 
with SVO and VSO sentences. For O(clit)VS sentences, participants showed a preference for 
unmarked objects. Second, contrary to what was predicted, there was substantial variation among 
participants’ ratings. For example, regarding sentences with marked animate objects, participants 
only showed a consistent and categorical acceptance with SVO sentences. Participants showed 
more disagreement with VSO and O(clit)VS sentences. As for sentences with unmarked animate 
objects (-DOM), participants’ ratings varied significantly. Moreover, participants appeared to be 
undecided with SVO and O(clit)VS sentences.   
It was also hypothesized that participants would show consistent and categorical 
acceptance of unmarked inanimate objects regardless of word order as well as variable 
(inconsistent and non-categorical) acceptance of DOM with inanimate objects, especially with 
O(clit)VS sentences. However, again, results did not fully support these hypotheses. While 
participants showed consistent and categorical acceptance of sentences with inanimate objects 
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and DOM omission, especially with SVO sentences, there was more variation than expected 
among participants’ ratings of O(clit)VS sentences. However, this variation may be due to the 
fact that participants preferred the use of DOM over the omission of DOM with O(clit)VS 
sentences. Thus, as hypothesized, participants accepted the extension of DOM to inanimate 
objects more with O(clit)VS sentences, and it appears that they have started to reject sentences 
with DOM omission.  
Overall, results in the AJT showed a preference for the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects as participants did not categorically reject marked inanimate objects. With SVO and VSO 
sentences, participants still rated sentences with unmarked inanimate objects as more acceptable 
than sentences with marked inanimate objects; however, they did not reject unmarked inanimate 
objects. With O(clit)VS sentences, Mexican native speakers accepted marked inanimate objects 
more than unmarked inanimate objects. As previously suggested, topicalization triggers the use 
of DOM (Leonetti, 2003; Montrul, 2013). Thus, while in the oral task participants did not 
produce a lot of marked inanimate objects, the AJT suggests that they do not reject them. The 
next step is to analyze whether DOM with inanimate objects is part of their processing. 
Grammaticality judgment tasks can be subject to interference from explicit knowledge, which 
may not always correlate with implicit knowledge (Fernandez et al., 2017) 
4.6. Reading Task with Eye-Tracking 
4.6.1. Overview 
The aim of this task was to test participants’ sensitivity to DOM while reading. The basic 
assumption in reading tasks with eye-tracking is that participants’ eye movements are slower 
(fixed on the target longer) or produce more regressions (return to a specific region) when 
reading something unexpected. For example, when presented with sentences like Juan vio el 
 103 
policia ‘Juan saw the policeman’ and Juan vio al policia ‘Juan saw DOM-the policeman’, 
participants are expected to take longer to read the first sentence or produce more regressions if 
they are aware that DOM should be used with animate and specific objects.  
In order to test whether the extension of DOM to inanimate objects is part of their 
linguistic competence, participants read sentences that varied by markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-
DOM]), animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate) and word order (SVO vs. VSO vs. 
O(clit)VS). Table 4.5 shows examples of the sentences used in this task. Because the same verb 
was used for SVO and VSO sentences, the four versions of each experimental sentence were 
counterbalanced across four lists in a Latin Square design. In this way, each participant only saw 
one of the four versions of each item. Verbs used in O(clit)VS sentences were different.  
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Table 4.5. Sample sentences used in the eye-tracking task 
Type of Sentence [+DOM] [-DOM] 
         SVO 
Animate Object 
El actor liberó al compañero  
con su llave 
El actor liberó el compañero con 
su llave 
‘The actor freed DOM the  
companion with his key’ 
‘The actor freed  the companion  
with his key’ 
          SVO 
Inanimate Object 
El joven movió al sofá a la calle 
para dormir 
El joven movió el sofá a la calle 
para dormir 
‘The young man moved DOM the 
 sofa to the street to sleep’ 
‘The young man moved the sofa  
to the street to sleep’                     
         VSO 
Animate Object 
Liberó al actor el compañero 
con su llave 
Liberó el actor el compañero  
con su llave 
‘The companion freed DOM the  
actor with his key’ 
‘The companion freed the  
actor with his key’ 
        VSO 
Inanimate Object 
Movió el joven al sofá  
a la calle para dormir 
Movió el joven el sofá  
a la calle para dormir 
‘The young boy moved DOM the 
couch to the street to sleep’ 
‘The young boy moved the 
couch to the street to sleep’ 
    O(clit)VSO 
Animate Object 
En la ciudad al hombre lo 
secuestró Sergio  
En la ciudad el hombre lo  
secuestró Sergio  
‘In the city Sergio kidnapped  
DOM the man’ 
‘In the city Sergio kidnapped the  
man’ 
    O(clit)VSO 
Inanimate Object 
En el sótano al dinero lo 
ocultó Javier 
En el sótano el dinero lo ocultó 
Javier  
‘In the basement Javier hid DOM 
the money’ 
‘In the basement Javier hid  
the money’ 
 
There were 4 lists in total. Each list consisted of 240 sentences: 120 sentences manipulated DOM 
marking and the other 120 sentences were fillers. 10 sentences were part of the training session. 
Participants read 40 sentences with SVO word order: 20 with animate objects (10 with DOM and 
10 with DOM omission), 20 with inanimate objects (10 with DOM and 10 with DOM omission); 
40 sentences with VSO word order: 20 with animate objects (10 with DOM and 10 with DOM 
omission), 20 with inanimate objects (10 with DOM and 10 with DOM omission); and 40 
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sentences with O(clit)VS order: 20 with animate objects (10 with DOM and 10 with DOM 
omission), 20 with inanimate objects (10 with DOM and 10 with DOM omission). 
Notice in Tables 8 and 9 that all objects (e.g. compañero, sofá) were singular and masculine 
objects with the case marker merged with the article (a + el = al). In this way, it is possible to 
compare ‘el’ versus ‘al’ because they are segments of equal length. All sentences were between 
8 and 9 words in length and were preceded by a prepositional phrase because it is recommended 
to avoid having the critical, or even the spillover, region at the beginning of a sentence in eye-
tracking with text tasks. Fixations tend to be longer at the beginning of a sentence and people 
often make corrective saccades (Heller, 1982; Rayner, 1977). All experimental sentences and 
fillers were followed by comprehension questions regarding the content of the sentences. The 
comprehension questions had nothing to do with agent/patient relationships so as not to direct the 
participants’ attention to the experimental manipulation, as in (4.5). 
(4.5) 
El actor liberó al compañero con su llave 
‘The actor released his partner with his key’      
¿Qué usó el actor?  
‘What did the actor use? 
A) Una llave                                 B) Unas tijeras             
                                             ‘a key’                                ‘A pair of scissors’ 
4.6.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Is the extension of DOM by monolingual speakers of Mexican Spanish reflected in their 
processing mechanisms? 
 If so, does the extension of DOM depend on the word order of the sentence? 
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If comprehension precedes production in language variation, as in other fields (L1 
acquisition (Shipley et al., 1969), L2 acquisition (Malovrh & Lee, 2009)), the use of DOM with 
inanimate objects should be evident in speakers’ sentence processing. Thus, native speakers of 
Mexican Spanish were expected to show less grammatical sensitivity with sentences with DOM-
marked inanimate objects (e.g. Cosecharon al maiz) than with sentences with unmarked animate 
objects (-DOM) (e.g. Juan vio la señora). Word order was also expected to influence the 
extension of DOM. More specifically, extension of DOM to inanimate objects was expected to 
occur more in O(clit)VS sentences, as topicalization triggers the use of DOM (Alfaraz, 2011). 
Thus, participants were expected to extend DOM to inanimate objects in O(clit)VS sentences 
more than in other contexts. As for the sentences with animate objects, speakers were expected 
to always show sensitivity to the omission of DOM regardless of word order. 
4.6.3. Results 
Data for the reading task with eye-tracking was analyzed with the lmer (linear mixed 
effect regression) function in the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2015) using R (version 1.1.453 for 
Mac OS X, Development Core Team, 2014) for every eye movement measurement. For all 
analyses, reading times were the dependent variable while markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]) 
and animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate) were fixed effects. Subject and item were both 
included as random effects. Lmers were run separately for each type of sentence (SVO vs. VSO 
vs. O(clit)VS). When significant interactions were found, a Tukey’s multiple comparison test 
was performed with lsmeans package to conduct multiple pairwise comparisons of the fixed 
variables and their interactions. All sentences used in the reading task with eye-tracking were 
divided into 8 different regions (R) of interest, as shown in (4.6). While the Critical Region (CR) 
was Region 3 (the region in which DOM is either used or omitted), processing effects could 
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occur after the Critical Region (spillover effect) (Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016). Therefore, not 
only the CR, but also Region 4(R4), Region 5(R5) and Region 6 (R6) were analuzed. 





Notice that the case marking appeared together with the ending of the word preceding it. This 
was done in order to avoid the problem of the DOM marker not having many direct fixations 
because it can be processed parafoveally while fixating on the previous word.  
Both early and late eye-tracking measures of comprehension were analyzed for the 4 
different regions. The early measures analyses included first pass reading times and sum of 
skipped targets. First pass reading times were run to measure the time participants spend in each 
region the first time they read the sentence. Sum of skipped targets was analyzed for the Critical 
Region because it is important to analyze how many times participants skipped DOM marking 
and whether DOM was skipped more often when processing sentences with canonical word 
order (SVO) than with non-canonical word order (VSO and O(clit)VS). When processing 
canonical word order sentences, DOM marking becomes less relevant as participants can rely on 
word order to comprehend the sentence. Thus, DOM may be skipped more often in canonical 
word order sentences than in sentences with a non-canonical word order. 
Later stage measures included second pass reading times, total reading times, number of 
regressions out and number of regression in. Second pass reading times were analyzed to 
measure the time participants spend in each region when re-reading the sentence. Total reading 
Kevin salu dó al/el padre en el parque de 
Saludó Kev ín al/el padre en el parque de 
Esta tar de al/el padre lo  saludó Kevin en 
R 1 R2 CR R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 
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times were run to measure the total time participants spent in each region of the sentence. 
Finally, number of regressions out and number of regressions in were calculated for each 
sentence. While number of regressions out refers to the number of times a region was exited 
(with an eye regression) to a previous region, number of regressions in refers to the number of 
times a region was entered (with an eye regression) from a later region. Table 4.6 defines each of 
the reading measures used in this task. 
Table 4.6: Explanation of the reading times included in the analysis 
Stage Measure Definition 
Early First Pass Reading Times 
Sum of Skipped regions 
The sum of all fixations in the region 
before exiting it 
The sum of trials where the region was not 
fixated 
 
Late Second Pass Reading Times  The summed length of all fixations in a 
region when the reader re-reads it 
 Total Reading Time The sum of all fixations and refixations on 
the target 
 Regressions Out The number of times a region is exited 
(with an eye regression) to a previous 
region 
 Regressions In The number of times a region is entered 
(with an eye regression) from a later 
region 
 
As an initial matter, items with inaccurate responses to the post-stimulus comprehension 
questions were excluded from the descriptive and statistical analyses to ensure that the analyses 
included only sentences that participants understood. As Table 4.7 shows, response accuracy was 
high. Also, all fixations shorter than 80ms and longer than 1200ms were excluded (Rayner, 
1998). This excluded 7.3% of the total data. 
 Table 4.7: Mean accuracy scores for the comprehension questions. 
 




Five reading times (total reading times, first pass reading times, second pass reading times, 
regressions in and regressions out) were statistically analyzed for each region and for each type 
of sentence (SVO, VSO and O(clit)VS) in a lmer. Sum of skipped targets were analyzed 
separately and only in the Critical Region. Results for each type of sentence are discussed in the 
following subsections. Each discussion begins with a table displaying the mean reaction times in 
milliseconds as well as the standard errors for each of the 5 reading times and in each of the 4 
regions. Finally, only significant effects are discussed, and all significant interactions were 
analyzed with Tukey’s multiple comparison test.  
4.6.3.1. SVO Sentences  
Table 4.8 shows the mean reaction times in milliseconds for each of the 5 reading times 














Table 4.8: Reaction times and standard deviations for SVO sentences  
  TT FP SP RI RO 
Region 3      
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading 
Times, RI=Regressions In, RO=Regressions Out 
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Total Reading Times: In the Critical Region, there was a significant MARKEDNESS effect 
(β = -120.55, SE = 25.90, t = -4.65, p = 0.0001) and a significant MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY 
interaction (β = 159.78, SE = 36.26, t = 4.46, p = 0.00001). Similarly, in Region 4, there was also 
a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -79.24, SE = 20.64, t = -3.89, p = 0.00013) and a 
significant MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction (β = 73.04, SE = 28.72, t = 2.54, p = 0.011). The 
interactions were followed up with Tukey’s multiple comparison tests. Results showed that there 
was a significant contrast when comparing sentences with marked animate objects (+DOM) to 
sentences with unmarked animate objects (-DOM) in the Critical Region (β = 119.20, SE = 
25.92, t = 4.59, p = 0.0001) and in Region 4 (β = 80.32, SE = 20.68, t = 3.99, p = 0.0006). In the 
Critical Region and in Region 4, participants spent significantly more time with sentences with 
DOM omission. This suggests that participants were sensitive to the omission of DOM with 
animate objects (see Table 4.9 and Table 4.10). 
Table 4.9: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in the Critical Region 
 
markedness animacy emmean5 SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 670.75 35.80 105.06 599.75 741.75 
[+DOM]      animate 551.55 35.51 101.79 481.10 622.00 
[-DOM]      inanimate 625.14 35.26 99.24 555.16 695.12 









                                               
5 Estimated marginals means (emmean) uses regression equation to calculate actual means.  
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Table 4.10: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 469.78 23.89 136.56 422.54 517.03 
[+DOM]      animate 389.46 24.182 142.64 341.66 437.26 
[-DOM]      inanimate 415.72 23.66 132.07 368.91 462.53 
[+DOM]      inanimate 409.52 23.69 132.86 362.65 456.38 
 
However, there were not significant effects between sentences with marked inanimate objects 
(+DOM) and sentences with unmarked inanimate objects (-DOM) in any of the regions. Thus, 
participants’ reading times were not affected by the use of DOM with inanimate objects. While 
participants needed more time to read these regions with sentences with DOM than with 
sentences with DOM omission, the difference was not significant. There was not a significant 
MARKEDNESS effect (β = 73.04, SE = 28.72, t = 2.54, p = 0.011) or a significant MARKEDNESS* 
ANIMACY interaction (β = 41.99, SE = 30.55, t =1.37, p = 0.17) in Region 5, nor in Region 6 (β = 
-5.46, SE = 21.34, t = 15.73, p = 0.79), (β = 14.83, SE = 29.79, t = 0.49, p = 0.61), respectively. 
First Pass Reading Times: First pass reading times did not show any significant effects. 
Therefore, MARKEDNESS effects were non-significant in: the Critical Region (β = -9.42, SE = 
7.20, t =-1.30, p = 0.17), Region 4 (β = -14.24, SE = 7.41, t = -1.85, p = 0.06), Region 5 (β = -
3.97, SE = 8.007, t = -0.49, p = 0.61) and Region 6 (β = -0.85, SE = 8.84, t = -0.09, p = 0.92). 
The MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction was also non-significant in: the Critical Region (β = 
12.31, SE =10.08, t =-1.22, p = 0.22), Region 4 (β = 14,60, SE =10.68, t =1.36, p = 0.17), Region 
5 (β = 1.69, SE = 11.17, t = 0.15, p = 0.87) and Region 6 (β = 2.16, SE = 12.35, t = 0.17, p = 
0.86),   
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Second Pass Reading Times: In the Critical Region, there was a significant MARKEDNESS effect 
(β = -108.47, SE = 25.60, t = 12.58, p  < 0.0001) and a significant MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY 
interaction (β = 147.81 SE = 35.85, t = 4.12, p  <  0.0001). Similarly, in Region 4 there was also 
a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -61.38, SE = 18.93, t = -3.41, p < 0.001) and a significant 
MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction (β = 56.25, SE = 27.17, t = 2.071, p = 0.03). Tukey’s 
multiple comparison tests revealed a significant effect when comparing sentences with animate 
objects and DOM to sentences with animate objects and DOM omission. In the Critical Region 
(β = 110.28, SE = 25.63, t = 4.30, p = 0.0001) and in Region 4 (β = 65.57, SE = 18.96, t = 3.45, p 
= 0.0032), participants showed sensitivity to the omission of DOM with animate objects. As 
Table 4.11 and Table 4.12 show, participants produced significantly longer reading times when 
reading sentences with unmarked animate objects than sentences with DOM-marked objects. 
However, with inanimate objects, the omission or use of DOM did not seem to affect speakers’ 
reading time: there was not a significant effect when comparing sentences with marked and 
unmarked inanimate objects.  
Table 4.11: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 436.43 34.26 113.44 368.56 504.30 
[+DOM]      animate 326.15 33.96 109.70 258.84 393.46 
[-DOM]      inanimate 395.25 33.70 106.80 328.42 462.07 








Table 4.12: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 247.65 21.28 138.35 205.56 289.74 
[+DOM]      animate 182.07 21.55 144.78 139.46 224.67 
[-DOM]      inanimate 203.92 21.06 133.56 162.24 245.59 
[+DOM]      inanimate 198.33 21.09 134.42 156.61 240.06 
 
There was not a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = 81.09, SE = 28.72, t = 1.54, p = 0.21) or a 
significant MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction (β = 34.99, SE = 20.57, t =1.33, p = 0.37) in 
Region 5, nor in Region 6 (β = -4.64, SE = 20.33, t = 12.73, p = 0.52), (β = 12.66, SE = 22.44, t = 
0.69, p = 0.71), respectively. 
 Number of Regressions In: In the Critical Region, there was a significant effect for 
MARKEDNESS (β= -0.08 SE= 0.03, t= -2.06, p= 0.03) and a significant MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY 
interaction (β= 0.11, SE= 0.054, t= 2.06, p= 0.03). However, Tukey’s multiple comparison test 
did not reveal any significant effects. As Table 4.13 shows, participants produced more 
regressions with sentences with unmarked than with marked animate and inanimate objects; 
however, the differences were not significant. There was not a significant effect for 
MARKEDNESS in the other regions: Region 4 (β = -0.06, SE = 0.03, t = -1.82, p = 0.06), Region 5 
(β = -0.05, SE = 0.03, t = 1.25, p = 0.20) and Region 6 (β = 0.25, SE = 0.03, t = 0.71, p = 0.47). 
The MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction was also non-significant for the rest of the regions: 
Region 4 (β = 0.05, SE = 0.04, t = 1.12, p = 0.25), Region 5 (β = -0.09, SE = 0.05, t = -1.76, p = 




Table 4.13: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in the Critical Region 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 0.34 0.03 112.02 0.27 0.42 
[+DOM]      animate 0.26 0.03 105.70 0.19 0.33 
[-DOM]      inanimate 0.31 0.03 101.54 0.23 0.38 
[+DOM]      inanimate 0.34 0.03 107.44 0.27 0.41 
 
Number of Regressions Out: Regressions Out did not show any significant MARKEDNESS 
effects in any of the regions: Critical Region (β = -9.42, SE = 7.20, t =-1.30, p = 0.17), Region 4 
(β = -14.24, SE = 7.41, t = -1.85, p = 0.06), Region 5 (β =-3.97, SE = 8.007,  t = -0.49, p = 0.61) 
and Region 6 (β = -0.85, SE = 8.84, t = -0.09, p = 0.92). The MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY 
interaction was also non-significant in: the Critical Region (β = 0.08, SE = 0.04, t = -1.79, p = 
0.07), Region 4 (β = 6.88, SE = 4.15, t = 1.65, p = 0.09), Region 5 (β = 0.01, SE = 0.04, t = 0.29, 
p = 0.76) and Region 6 (β = -0.03, SE = 0.04, t = -0.62, p = 0.53),   
Summary of SVO Results: Reading times for SVO sentences suggest that participants 
were sensitive to the omission of DOM with animate objects. When reading sentences that did 
not contain DOM, participants produced longer reading times in the Critical Region and in the 
region immediately following the Critical Region (Region 4). However, this sensitivity was only 
evident in later processing measurements: total reading times and second pass reading times. As 
for sentences with inanimate objects, results suggest that participants were not sensitive to the 
use of DOM with inanimate objects. Participants’ reading mechanisms were similar for both 
sentences with DOM and sentences with DOM omission.  
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4.6.3.2. VSO Sentences 
Table 4.14 shows the mean reaction times in milliseconds for VSO sentences for all the 






















Table 4.14: Reaction times and standard deviations for VSO sentences  
 TT FP SP RI RO 
Region 3      
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 
RI=Regressions In, RO=Regressions Out 
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Total Reading Times: In the Critical Region, there was a non-significant MARKEDNESS 
effect (β = -6.40, SE = 7.97, t = -0.80, p = 0.42), but a significant MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY 
interaction (β = 127.05, SE = 35.11, t = 3.88, p = 0.0005). Tukey’s multiple comparison test 
revealed a significant difference between marked animate and inanimate objects (β = -121.74, SE 
= 33.15, t = -3.67, p = 0.0019). As Table 4.15 shows, participants took significantly longer to 
read sentences with DOM-marked inanimate objects. Tukey’s test also revealed a significant 
difference between sentences with marked and unmarked inanimate objects (β = -105.48, SE = 
26.01, t = -4.09, p = 0.0003) Participants spent significantly more time with sentences that 
contained DOM. These results suggest that participants were sensitive to the use of DOM with 
inanimate objects in these constructions.  
Table 4.15: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in the Critical Region 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 637.23 34.24 83.03 569.13 705.33 
[+DOM]      animate 596.70 34.05 81.19 528.95 664.46 
[-DOM]      inanimate 612.97 33.80 79.20 545.68 680.26 
[+DOM]      inanimate 718.45 33.98 80.75 650.83 786.07 
 
In Region 4, there was a non-significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -26.33, SE = 21.99, t = -1.19, p 
= 0.23), but a significant MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction (β = 70.90, SE= 30.68, t = 2.31, p 
= 0.0211). However, Tukey’s multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant differences 






Table 4.16: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 427.88 28.13 125.97 372.19 483.57 
[+DOM]      animate 401.55 28.19 125.84 345.75 457.35 
[-DOM]      inanimate 376.96 27.71 119.76 322.08 431.84 
[+DOM]      inanimate 420.69 27.96 123.92 365.33 476.05 
 
In Region 5, there was a non-significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -20.33, SE = 21.46, t = -0.94, p 
= 0.34) and a non-significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = 30.74, SE = 30.02, t = 
1.02, p = 0.30). Finally, in Region 6, total reading times revealed a significant MARKEDNESS 
effect (β = -55.76, SE = 31.31, t = -2.69, p = 0.007), a significant ANIMACY effect (β = -68.69, SE 
= 31.80, t = -2.15, p = 0.003) and a significant MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction (β = 56.42, 
SE = 29.19, t = 1.93, p = 0.05). Tukey’s test revealed a significant effect between marked and 
unmarked animate objects (β = 55.75, SE = 20.69, t = -2.69, p = 0.03). As Table 4.17 shows 
participants, when reading sentences with animate objects, produced longer reading times with 
sentences with DOM omission than with sentences with DOM. 
Table 4.17: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 6 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM] animate 457.99 27.87 115.99 402.78 513.19 
[+DOM] animate 402.23 27.85 115.23 347.05 457.41 
[-DOM] inanimate 389.30 27.69 113.36 334.43 444.16 
[+DOM] inanimate 389.97 27.91 116.70 334.67 445.26 
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Participants were sensitive to DOM omission, as they spent significantly more time with 
sentences that did not have DOM. These results are represented in Graph 4.7. The reading times 
for sentences with animate objects (on the left) show that the two lines representing sentences 
with DOM (blue) and sentences with DOM omission (red) begin diverging from one another in 
Region 6. At this point, participants showed longer reading times with sentences with no DOM. 
Thus, participants might be showing some type of sensitivity to DOM omission during the post-
critical regions as a spillover effect. As for the sentences with inanimate objects (on the right), 
the two lines diverge from one another at the Critical Region, which suggests that participants 
started producing longer reading times as soon as they processed DOM with an inanimate object.  
First Pass Reading Times: First pass reading times did not show any significant 
MARKEDNESS effects in any of the regions: Critical Region (β = -6.40, SE = 7.97, t = -0.80, p = 
0.42), Region 4 (β = -4.42, SE = 7.87, t =-0.56, p = 0.57), Region 5 (β = -5.28, SE = 8.34, t = -
0.63, p = 0.52) and Region 6 (β = -0.26, SE = 8.83, t = -0.03, p = 0.97). The MARKEDNESS * 
ANIMACY interaction was also non-significant in: the Critical Region (β = 11.41, SE = 11.19, t = 
1.09, p = 0.21), Region 4 (β = -6.74, SE = 10.99, t = -0.61, p = 0.54), Region 5 (β = 2.25, SE = 
11.66, t = 0.19, p = 0.84) and Region 6 (β = -15.31, SE = 12.46, t = -1.22, p = 0.21).  
Second Pass Reading Times: In the Critical Region, there was a non-significant 
MARKEDNESS effect (β = -34.65, SE = 26.16, t = -1.32, p = 0.18) but a significant MARKEDNESS* 
ANIMACY interaction (β = 121.75, SE = 36.43, t = 1.79, p = 0.0002). Tukey’s multiple 
comparison test revealed a significant difference when comparing sentences with inanimates 
objects and DOM to sentences with inanimate and DOM omission (β = -100.44, SE = 25.70, t = -
3.90, p = 0.0006). As Table 4.18 shows, when reading sentences with inanimate objects, 
participants produced significantly longer reading times with sentences with DOM than with 
 121 
sentences without DOM. As for sentences with animate objects, while participants produce 
longer reading times with sentences with DOM omission than with DOM-marked objects, the 
difference was not significant.  
Table 4.18: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in the Critical Region 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 402.74 33.61 84.61 335.91 469.57 
[+DOM]      animate 368.08 33.42 82,71 301.60 434.57 
[-DOM]      inanimate 372.98 33.17 80.67 306.96 439.00 
[+DOM]      inanimate 473.43 33.35 82.26 407.09 539.78 
  
In Region 4, there was a non-significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -22.70, SE = 18.96, t = -1.14, p 
= 0. 22), but a significant MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction (β = 77.64, SE = 27.69, t = 2.80, p 
= 0.005). Tukey’s test revealed a significant effect only when comparing sentences with 
inanimate objects and DOM to sentences with inanimate objects and DOM omission. (β = -
100.44, SE = 25.70, t = -3.90, p = 0.0006). As Table 4.19 shows, participants spent more time 
with sentences that contained DOM suggesting they were sensitive to the use of DOM with 
inanimate objects. 
Table 4.19: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 402.74 33.61 84.61 335.91 469.57 
[+DOM]      animate 368.08 33.42 82,71 301.60 434.57 
[-DOM]      inanimate 372.98 33.17 80.67 306.96 439.00 
[+DOM]      inanimate 473.43 33.35 82.26 407.09 539.78 
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In Region 5, there was non-significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -13.77, SE = 20.07, t = -0.68, p 
= 0.49), and a non-significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = 28.63, SE = 28.09, t = 
1.01, p = 0.30). In Region 6, there was a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = -55.07, SE = 18.18, 
t = -2.91, p = 0.003) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = 2.10, SE = 1.4, t 
= 2.11, p = 0.002). Tukey’s test revealed a significant difference only between sentences with 
animate objects and DOM and sentences with animate objects and DOM omission. (β = 55.06, 
SE = 18.89, t = 2.91, p = 0.01). As Table 4.20 shows, participants spent significantly more time 
reading sentences that did not contain DOM.  
Table 4.20: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 6 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 226.67 23.82 125.89 179.52 273.82 
[+DOM]      animate 171.60 23.80 124.81 124.49 218.72 
[-DOM]      inanimate 165.48 23.64 122.74 118.66 212.29 
[+DOM]      inanimate 181.90 23.86 126.74 134.67 229.12 
 
Number of Regressions In: There was a non-significant MARKEDNESS effect in the 
Critical Region (β = -0.04, SE = 0.03, t = -1.19, p = 0.23), in Region 4 (β = -0.03, SE = 0.03, t  = 
-1.09, p = 0.27), and in Region 6 (β = 0.03, SE = 0.03, t = 0.97, p = 0.33). In Region 5, there was 
a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = 0.03, SE = 0.03, t = 0.97, p = 0.05). There was a non-
significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction in the Critical Region (β = 0.09, SE = 0.05, t = 
1.74, p = 0.08), in Region 4  (β = 0.08, SE = 0.04, t = 1.91, p = 0.06) and in Region 6 (β = -0.05, 
SE = 0.04, t = 1.22, p = 0.22). In Region 5 there was a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY 
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interaction (β = -0.11, SE = 0.05, t = -2.01, p = 0.04). However, Tukey’s multiple comparison 
test did not reveal any significant effects (See Table 4.21). 
Table 4.21: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 5 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 0.27 0.04 91.62 0.19 0.36 
[+DOM]      animate 0.31 0.04 92.21 0.23 0.39 
[-DOM]      inanimate 0.33 0.04 89.07 0.25 0.41 
[+DOM]      inanimate 0.26 0.04 87.90 0.18 0.35 
 
Number of Regressions Out: There was not a significant MARKEDNESS in any of the 
regions: in the Critical Region (β = 0.001, SE = 0.001, t = -0.09, p = 0.92), in Region 4 (β = -
0.04, SE = 0.03, t = -1.39, p = 0.16), in Region 5 (β = -0.04, SE = 0.02, t = -1.69, p = 0.08) or in 
Region 6 (β = 0.003, SE= 0.04, t = 7.19, p = 0.91). The MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction was 
non-significant in the Critical Region (β = 0.001, SE = 0.001, t = 0.52, p = 0.60), in Region 4 (β 
= 0.01, SE = 0.04, t = 0.41, p = 0.67) and in Region 6 (β = -0.01, SE = 0.04, t = -0.23, p = 0.81). 
In Region 5, there was a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = 0.09, SE = 0.04, t = 
2.29, p = 0.022). Tukey’s multiple comparison test revealed a significant effect between 
sentences with animate objects and DOM omission and sentences with inanimate objects and 
DOM omission. (β = 0.09, SE = 0.03, t = 2.90, p = 0.02). Participants produced more regressions 
with sentences that contained animate objects thus showing sensitivity to the omission of DOM 






Table 4.22: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 5 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 0.17 0.02 132.71 0.12 0.23 
[+DOM]      animate 0.12 0.02 133.59 0.07 0.18 
[-DOM]      inanimate 0.08 0.02 128.89 0.02 0.13 
[+DOM]      inanimate 0.12 0.02 126.66 0.07 0.17 
 
Summary of VSO Results: Results obtained with VSO sentences revealed some type of 
sensitivity with both sentences containing animate objects and sentences containing inanimate 
objects. With animate objects, participants showed sensitivity to DOM omission during post-
critical regions as a spillover effect. This means that participants were not immediately affected 
by the omission of DOM like they were, for example, in SVO sentences. Participants needed 
more time to process the omission of DOM. This sensitivity only appeared in later processing 
measures: total reading times and second pass reading times. As for inanimate objects, 
participants showed sensitivity to the use of DOM. Sensitivity to the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects appeared squarely in the Critical Region and only in later processing measures.  
4.6.3.3. O(clit)VS Sentences 
The mean reaction times for each of the 5 reading times and in each of the 4 regions 






Table 4.23: Reaction times and standard deviations for O(clit)VS sentences  
 TT FP SP RI RO 
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading 
Times, RI=Regressions In, RO=Regressions Out 
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Total Reading Times: Total reading times did not reveal any significant effects. This 
suggests that participants were not affected by the use or omission of DOM regardless of the 
animacy of the objects. There was not a significant MARKEDNESS effect in any of the regions: the 
Critical Region (β = 39.71, SE = 28.59, t = 1.38, p = 0.16), Region 4 (β = 17.21, SE = 23.65, t = -
072, p = 0.46), Region 5 (β = 31.54, SE = 25.55, t = 1.63, p = 0.10) and Region 6 (β = -19.13, SE 
= 39.11, t = -0.73, p = 0.46). The MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction did not turn out to be 
significant in any region: the Critical Region (β = 39.33, SE = 41.10, t = 0.95, p = 0.33), Region 
4  (β = 18.82, SE = 33.91, t = 0.55, p = 0.57), Region 5  (β = -8.92, SE = 27.50, t = -0.32, p = 
0.74) and Region 6 (β = 17.28, SE = 36.98, t = -0.46, p = 0.64). 
First Pass Reading Times: While in the Critical Region (β = 0.26, SE = 7.98, t = 0.03, p = 
0.97) and in Region 6 (β = 17.08, SE = 7.41, t = -2.30, p = 0.03), there was not a significant 
MARKEDNESS effect, in Regions 4 (β = 17.08, SE = 7.41, t = 2.34, p = 0.02) and 5 (β = 12.28, SE 
= 8.85, t = 1.78, p = 0.03) there was a significant MARKEDNESS effect In these two regions, 
participants spent significantly more time with sentences with DOM than with sentences without 
DOM (see Table 4.25). However, there was not a significant MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY 
interaction in any of the regions: the Critical Region (β = 0.21, SE = 11.47, t = 0.01, p = 0.98), 
Region 4  (β = 15.81, SE = 8.85, t = -0.35, p = 0.72), Region 5  (β = -12.71, SE = 12.61, t = -
1.01, p = 0.31) and Region 6 (β = 17.28, SE = 36.98, t = -0.46, p = 0.64). 
Second Pass Reading Times: Second pass reading times did not reveal any significant 
effects. There was not a significant MARKEDNESS effect in any of the regions: the Critical Region 
(β = 38.72, SE = 28.50, t = 1.35, p = 0.17), Region 4  (β = 0.40, SE= 22.26, t = 0.01, p = 0.98), 
Region 5  (β = 16.69, SE = 16.96, t = 0.98, p = 0.32) and Region 6 (β = -13.54, SE = 25.51, t = -
0.53, p = 0.59). The MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction was not significant in any of the 
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regions: the Critical Region (β = 41.31, SE = 40.97, t = 1.08, p = 0.31), Region 4   (β = 21.86, SE 
= 31.90, t = 0.68, p = 0.49), Region 5   (β = 2.98, SE = 24.17, t = 0.12, p = 0.90) and Region 6  (β 
= 17.28, SE = 36.98, t = -0.47, p = 0.63). 
 Number of Regressions In: In the Critical Region, there was a significant MARKEDNESS 
effect (β = 0.10, SE = 0.04, t = 2.51, p = 0.012). Participants produced more regressions to the 
Critical Region with unmarked than with DOM-marked sentences regardless of the animacy of 
the object. However, in Region 4 effect (β = -0.01, SE = 0.03, t = -0.33, p = 0.74), in Region 5 
effect (β = 0.01, SE = 0.04, t = 0.29, p = 0.76) and in Region 6 effect (β = -0.01, SE = 0.03, t = -
0.04, p = 0.63) there was a non-significant MARKEDNESS effect. In the Critical Region (β = -
0.07, SE = 0.05, t = -1.27, p = 0.20), in Region 4 (β = -0.008, SE = 0.05, t = -0.16, p = 0.86) and 
in Region 6  (β = -0.02, SE = 0.05, t = -0.53, p = 0.59), but in Region 5, there was a significant 
MARKEDNESS *ANIMACY interaction (β = 0.08, SE = 0.03, t = 2.51, p = 0.02). However, Tukey’s 
multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant effects (see Table 4.24).  
Table 4.24: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction in Region 5 
 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 0.39 0.04 73.45 0.30 0.47 
[+DOM]      animate 0.40 0.04 73.59 0.32 0.49 
[-DOM]      inanimate 0.44 0.04 76.29 0.36 0.53 
[+DOM]      inanimate 0.33 0.04 73.18 0.25 0.42 
 
 Number of Regressions Out: Number of regressions out did not reveal any significant 
effects. There was not a significant MARKEDNESS effect in any of the regions: the Critical Region 
(β = 0.04, SE = 0.03, t = 1.50, p = 0.13), Region 4  (β = 0.001, SE = 0.001, t = 0.90, p = 0.36), 
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Region 5  (β = 0.001, SE = 0.001, t = 1.46, p = 0.14) and Region 6 (β = 0.03, SE = 0.03, t = 0.84, 
p = 0.39). The MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY interaction was not significant in any of the regions: the 
Critical Region (β = 41.31, SE = 40.97, t = 0.27, p = 0.78), Region 4 (β = -0.001, SE = 0.001, t = 
-0.17, p = 0.86), Region 5 (β = 0.001, SE = 0.001, t = 0.02, p = 0.98) and Region 6  (β = -0.03, 
SE = 0.05, t = -0.57, p = 0.56). 
Summary of O(clit)VS Results: Results obtained for O(clit)VS sentences suggest that 
participants were not sensitive to the use or omission of DOM regardless of the animacy of the 
object. Thus, participants’ reading times were very similar in all 4 contexts, and DOM did not 
appear to affect their reading strategies. 
4.6.4. Summary of Results 
It was hypothesized that participants would show sensitivity to the omission of DOM 
with animate objects regardless of sentence word order. However, results did not fully support 
this hypothesis. Participants showed sensitivity to the omission of DOM by producing longer 
reading times with SVO and VSO sentences. However, with O(clit)VS sentences, participants 
did not show any sensitivity to the omission of DOM with animate objects. Moreover, the 
sensitivity to DOM omission with VSO sentences did not appear squarely in the Critical Region 
but in post-critical regions as a spillover effect. Finally, sensitivity to DOM omission was not 
evident in earlier processing measures, as it only appeared in later processing measures: total 
reading times and second pass reading times.  
It was also hypothesized that participants’ sensitivity to the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects would depend on the word order of the sentence, and participants were expected to show 
the least sensitivity in O(clit)VS sentences. Again, these hypotheses were not entirely supported. 
Participants did not show sensitivity to DOM-marked inanimate objects in O(clit)VS sentences, 
 129 
which suggests that the use of DOM with inanimate objects did not cause any processing 
difficulties. However, participants did not show sensitivity to DOM-marked inanimate objects in 
SVO sentences either. Thus, in both O(clit)VS and SVO sentences, participants were not affected 
by the use of DOM and produced similar reading times. However, in VSO sentences, 
participants did show sensitivity to DOM-marked inanimate objects, as they produced longer 
reading times with DOM-marked objects. However, this sensitivity only appeared with later 
reading measures.  
In fact, when comparing how many times participants skipped DOM or the article ‘el’ in 
regard to the word order of the sentence, participants skipped the marker (al) or the determiner 
(el) the most with O(clit)VS (13% of the time). These results were unexpected if participants rely 
more on DOM in sentences with non canonical word order. As for SVO, participants skipped the 
critical region 7% of time and with VSO sentences 8% of the time. As Table 4.25 shows, when 
comparing the 3 types of sentences, there was a significant comparison between SVO and 
O(clit)VS sentences and VSO and O(clit)VS sentences.  
Table 4.25: Contrasts between Skip Trials 
Word Order (contrast) Estimate SE z.ration p. value 
SVO – VS0 0.004 0.016 0.30 0.94 
SVO-OVS -0.03 0.019 -2.37 0.04 
VSO-OVS -0.04 0.016 -2.61 0.02 
 
Participants did not rely less on DOM with sentences following a canonical word order. 
Participants were expected to rely more on DOM in VSO and O(clit)VS sentences, because 
DOM becomes more relevant to comprehend the sentences. However, results did not support this 
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hypothesis because, as when reading O(clit)VS sentences, participants did not pay much 
attention to the use or omission of DOM.  
4.7. Discussion and Conclusion  
 The purpose of this study was to analyze the production, acceptability and online 
comprehension of Spanish DOM in speakers of Mexican Spanish. Previous research has 
suggested that speakers of Mexican Spanish extend DOM to inanimate objects (von Heusinger & 
Kaiser, 2005; Tippets, 2010). However, literature on DOM variation is still limited, and most of 
these studies have only analyzed speakers’ production from a sociolinguistic perspective. While 
informative, these studies often generate few tokens making it difficult to confirm whether 
speakers are using DOM in new contexts as well as to understand why and how these changes 
occur. Therefore, this study employs tasks typically used in the field of psycholinguistics to 
analyze DOM variation in Mexican Spanish. The use of psycholinguistic methodologies to study 
language variation is essential to understand the cognitive processing that guides linguistic 
variation.  In this study, participants completed two oral tasks, an AJT and a reading task with 
eye-tracking to measure their production, preference and sensitivity to the use or omission of 
DOM respectively.  
First, participants completed the two oral tasks: a narrative task and an elicitation task. It 
was hypothesized that participants would produce DOM with inanimate objects and that this 
extension of DOM would be more prominent in the narrative task, as it more closely resembles 
natural speech. However, results did not support these hypotheses. DOM was produced with an 
inanimate object on only 1 occasion in the narrative task. In the elicitation task, it was produced 
in 7 cases. Because most of these productions happened with the same verb, however, it appears 
that DOM with inanimate objects is not part of Mexican Spanish speakers’ production. Or at 
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least, not part of the Spanish from southeast of Mexico. Additionally, participants were not 
expected to omit DOM with animate objects. Nevertheless, participants omitted DOM with 
animate objects twice in the narrative task and 7 times in the elicitation task. Omission of DOM 
has mostly been found in bilingual contexts, as in the Spanish of the U.S. (Chapter 5). Therefore, 
it was surprising that monolingual speakers omitted DOM with animate and specific objects in 
some cases. However, as in the case of DOM extension, DOM omission was minimal and may 
have been related to the type of task.  
Second, participants completed an AJT for which they read sentences that varied by 
animacy of the object, markedness and word order (SVO vs. VSO vs. O(clit)VS) and then judged 
the acceptability of those sentences. Participants were expected to categorically reject sentences 
with animate objects and DOM omission and accept sentences with animate objects and DOM as 
well as sentences with inanimate objects and DOM omission. As for sentences with inanimate 
objects and DOM, participants were expected to show some acceptance, especially with 
O(clit)VS sentences. The results, however, did not consistently support these hypotheses. 
Participants rejected the omission of DOM with animate objects with SVO and VSO sentences. 
However, with O(clit)VS sentences, participants preferred the omission of DOM.  Contrary to 
what was expected, participants showed notable variation in their answers, and sentences with 
DOM were not always accepted. As for the sentences with inanimate objects, participants 
rejected DOM in SVO and VSO sentences. With O(clit)VS sentences, participants preferred 
DOM-marked over unmarked objects. There was also a great deal of variation among 
participants’ ratings of sentences with inanimate objects, and sentences with DOM omission 
were not always rejected.  
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Third, participants’ processing mechanisms were analyzed in the reading task with eye-
tracking. Participants read sentences that varied by animacy of the object, markedness and word 
order while their eye movements were tracked. As with the AJT, it was hypothesized that 
participants would show some acceptance of the extension of DOM to inanimate objects, 
especially in O(clit)VS sentences. Participants’ reading times suggest that the acceptance of 
DOM with inanimate objects depends on the word order of the sentence. As hypothesized, 
participants accepted the extension of DOM with O(clit)VS sentences, as their reading times 
were not affected by the presence of DOM. However, participants showed the same behavior 
when processing SVO sentences. With sentences following a canonical word order (SVO), 
participants seemed to have accepted the use of DOM with inanimate objects, as they did not 
produce longer reading times with these sentences than with sentences that omitted DOM. As for 
VSO sentences, participants did show sensitivity to the extension of DOM to inanimate objects. 
When reading sentences with inanimate objects and DOM, participants produced longer reading 
times suggesting that the presence of DOM affected their reading. As for sentences with animate 
objects, participants were sensitive to the omission of DOM as expected. However, participants 
were only sensitive to DOM omission in SVO and VSO sentences. In O(clit)VS sentences, 
participants’ reading times were not affected by the omission of DOM. Moreover, while 
sensitivity to DOM appeared squarely in the Critical Region for SVO sentences, it appeared in 
post-critical regions for VSO sentences. In both types of sentences, the sensitivity only appeared 
when analyzed with later processing measures. Therefore, these results suggest that O(clit)VS 
sentences are not accepted in Mexican Spanish regardless of the use of DOM and the animacy of 
the object. Results obtained in the reading task with eye-tracking appear to support this idea 
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because, regardless of the use or omission of DOM, participants’ processing mechanisms did not 
vary.  
Thus, these results emphasize the importance of using experimental methods when 
analyzing language variation. Results in this study show that language innovations (i.e. variation) 
are not always observable in spontaneous oral production (via sociolinguistic methodologies). 
Instead, they sometimes manifest only when examining participants’ competence (via 
psycholinguistic methodologies). This reinforces the notion that it is important to look at 
languages from new perspectives. In particular, it highlights the benefit of examining language 
variation from a psycholinguistic perspective. Moreover, by analyzing speakers’ productive and 
receptive knowledge, results suggest that language variation, or at least DOM variation, may 
begin in speakers’ online comprehension before becoming part of speakers’ judgemnts and 
finally part of their production (Chapter 6). Results showed no overextension of DOM to 
inanimate in the oral production tasks, but acceptance of DOM with inanimate objects in the AJT 
and no online sensitivity to marked inanimate objects in the reading task with eye-tracking. In 
both the narrative task and the elicitation task, participants did not produce many instances of 
marked inanimate objects. While participants rated sentences with unmarked inanimate objects 
as more acceptable than sentences with marked inanimate objects in the AJT, they did not 
categorically reject marked inanimate objects and actually rated them quite acceptable. Finally, 
the native speakers showed sensitivity to sentences with the omission of DOM with animate 
objects but not to the overextension of DOM to inanimate objects. Thus, we can conclude that it 
takes longer for these new innovations to become part of speakers’ production and more 
importantly, that DOM is indeed extending to inanimate objects in Mexican Spanish, but it is in 
its early stage of language variation.  
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However, it appears that word order has an effect on the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects. The use of DOM with inanimate objects seems to be more acceptable in sentences 
following a canonical word order (SVO). SVO sentences are the most commonly used by 
speakers. Thus, it makes sense that speakers accept new uses of DOM in these sentences, as they 
may have been exposed to these contexts more than other contexts. However, as for sentences 
with O(clit)VS sentences, more research is needed to study whether these sentences are not 
acceptable in Mexican Spanish regardless of the use of DOM or whether the type of tasks used in 
this study affected participants’ comprehension of O(clit)VS sentences.  
Finally, while this study examines the extension of DOM to inanimate objects in Mexican 
Spanish, DOM extension may be happening in other Spanish dialects as well. Future studies 
should analyze DOM extension in other Spanish dialects to determine whether this new use of 
DOM is only happening in some Spanish dialects or whether it is a broader change occurring in 
many or even all Spanish varieties. Until now, few studies have focused on DOM variation in 
monolingual communities, but it may be relevant to understand the future development of DOM. 
The next chapter, Chapter 5, focuses on DOM variation in the U.S., where speakers appeared to 








CHAPTER 5:  
PRODUCTIVE AND RECEPTIVE KNOWLEDGE OF SPANISH DOM BY BILINGUAL 
SPEAKERS LIVING IN THE U.S  
5.1. Introduction 
Previous studies have reported retraction of DOM in bilingual situations where Spanish is 
in contact with a non-DOM language. For example, DOM retraction has been reported in the 
U.S. when in contact with English (Montrul, 2004; Montrul & Sanchez-Walker, 2013; Cuza et 
al., 2016) and in Peru when in contact with Quechua (Sánchez, 2003). In such bilingual 
situations, speakers omit DOM with animate specific objects, as in Caperucita Roja visitó la 
abuelita ‘Little Red Riding Hood visited ø her grandmother’ (Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 
2013). However, DOM omission has also been reported in some monolingual contexts, as in 
Dominican Spanish (Lunn, 2002; Bullock & Toribio, 2009). Interestingly, these variations 
resemble the use of DOM in Old Spanish. 
This study focuses on the omission of DOM in bilingual situations by examining two 
bilingual populations living in the U.S.: heritage speakers of Spanish and L2 learners of Spanish. 
As described in Chapter 3, previous experimental studies have consistently shown that both 
groups of bilinguals show DOM retraction (McCollam-Wiebe, 2004; Farley & McCollam, 2004; 
Montrul, 2004; Guijarro-Fuentes & Marinis, 2007; Bowles & Montrul, 2008, 2009; Montrul, 
2010; Guijarro-Fuentes, 2012; Montrul & Sanchez-Walker, 2013; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2014; 
Cuza et al., 2016). It is important to conduct more research on these two types of bilinguals’ 
acquisition of DOM because, as explained in Section 5.2, results can have important theoretical 
and practical implications for today’s society. 
This chapter is organized as follows: First, Section 5.2 explains the similarities and 
differences between heritage speakers and L2 learners to better understand why it is important to 
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continue producing research that compares these two groups of bilinguals. Next, Section 5.3 
describes some of the most important literature concerning the acquisition of DOM by heritage 
speakers and L2 learners. Section 5.4 provides a broad overview of the study’s structure, 
including the three primary tasks of which it consists (oral tasks, AJT and reading task with eye-
tracking), and its overall procedure. Sections 5.4, 5.5 and 5.6 provide in-depth discussions of 
each of the three tasks, including the corresponding research questions, hypotheses and results. 
Finally, the overall findings of all three tasks are discussed in Section 5.7. 
5.2. Heritage Speakers and L2 Learners of Spanish 
The persistent growth in importance of Spanish in the United Stated is indisputable. 
According to census data, around 35 million people spoke Spanish at home in 2010. By 2015, 
that number had reached almost 40 million. Indeed, Spanish is the most widely taught second 
language in the U.S. (Furman et al., 2009). Most Spanish language classrooms in the U.S. consist 
of both English-speaking students learning Spanish as an L2 as well as students who were raised 
hearing Spanish spoken at home. While the former are known as L2 learners, the latter are 
known as heritage speakers. Heritage speakers are typically simultaneous and early successive 
bilinguals who are exposed to a minority language at home since birth and to a majority language 
in the community since birth or in childhood (Valdes, 2001; Montrul, 2004; Montrul, 2016). As 
adults, heritage speakers tend to be dominant in the majority language and weaker in their 
heritage language. L2 learners, on the other hand, are usually sequential bilinguals who grow up 
exposed to the majority language and only begin acquiring an L2 during or after puberty.  
Table 5.1 summarizes the main features of the two types of acquisition (heritage language 
and L2) from which differences and similarities between heritage speakers and L2 learners can 
be drawn. While heritage speakers are exposed to Spanish during childhood, typically through an 
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aural medium and in a naturalistic context (home), L2 learners are exposed to Spanish during or 
after puberty in a formal context (classroom) with a strong emphasis on reading and writing 
activities as well as structured grammar explanations, activities and feedback. Therefore, L2 
learners, but not heritage speakers, tend to be very literate in their L2 and have highly developed 
metalinguistic knowledge of the target language. Heritage speakers, on the other hand, usually 
have less developed literacy skills and less metalinguistic knowledge of their heritage language 
than their majority language. Motivation to learn and maintain the language is another important 
difference between these two types of speakers. The main motivations for heritage speakers are 
to maintain their heritage language and reinforce their identity (Reynolds, Howard & Deák, 
2009). In contrast, L2 learners usually want to improve job opportunities (Alarcón, 2010; 
Carreira & Kagan, 2011; Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005), improve their grammatical skills (Mikulski, 
2006) and be able to communicate with people that can speak the target language (Reynolds, 
Howard & Deák, 2009).  
While heritage speakers and L2 learners differ in terms of age of acquisition, type and 
amount of input, motivation etc., previous studies have suggested that heritage speakers and L2 
learners also share many similarities. For example, when using the target language, both types of 
speakers tend to show variability due to the influence of the majority language or insufficient 
input. The present study, for instance, focuses on DOM variability in these two types of 
bilinguals, more specifically, the omission of DOM with animate objects. Moreover, both 
heritage speakers and L2 learners may continue showing this variation, even after receiving 
instruction or correction, because fossilization is typical in both groups. Finally, the outcome of 
heritage speakers and L2 learners is also variable and often incomplete. 
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Table 5.1. Characteristics of heritage language and L2 acquisition 
Time Early exposure Late exposure (during or after 
puberty) 
Setting Naturalistic (home) Instructed (classroom)/ study-
abroad 
Mode Aural Input Aural and Written Input 
Errors Developmental and transfer errors Developmental and transfer errors 
Fossilization Typical Typical 
Motivation Yes Yes 
Outcome Variable Variable 
 
Previous research comparing heritage speakers and L2 learners has suggested that age of 
acquisition alone cannot explain the main differences between the two groups (Au et al., 2002; 
Benmamoun et al., 2010). According to the notion “earlier is better,” heritage speakers should 
always outperform L2 learners because they are exposed to the language at an earlier age. 
However, this is simply not the case (Au et al., 2002; Montrul et al., 2008). While heritage 
speakers usually outperform L2 learners on oral tasks, results vary and often depend on the type 
of task when analyzing their morphosyntax. Heritage speakers tend to have an advantage with 
implicit tasks that minimize metalinguistic knowledge (Bowles, 2011), while L2 learners have an 
advantage with explicit, metalinguistic tasks. The fact that heritage speakers and L2 learners 
perform differently depending on the degree of explicitness or implicitness of the task suggests 
that performance is heavily influenced by language experience (Bowles, 2011). That is why it is 
important to use tasks that tap into participants’ explicit knowledge as well as tasks that tap into 
participants’ implicit knowledge. 
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 In the past, implicit knowledge has almost always been tested using oral tasks. Although 
oral tasks are indeed more implicit than written tasks, because they unfold over time, analyzing 
participants’ free production in such tasks is often insufficient to measure implicit knowledge 
accurately. For instance, participants still have opportunities to resort to their explicit knowledge 
in oral tasks, especially when the task is untimed (Jiang, 2004). Therefore, previous results 
attributing heritage speakers’ implicit knowledge to age of exposure and language experience 
may be called into question.  
The use of online processing techniques, including Event-Related Potentials (ERPs), eye-
tracking, self-paced reading tasks and precise reaction time (RT) measurements, are essential to 
offer evidence of implicit knowledge. Unlike offline tasks, online tasks tap into individuals’ 
implicit knowledge by analyzing the actual processing mechanisms that are being used during 
comprehension or production in real time (Field, 2004). Thus, these online tasks measure 
implicit real-time behavior/reactions as opposed to measuring potential ‘learned’ knowledge of 
heritage language or the L2. Properly examining who has access to implicit knowledge is 
important because, according to certain language processing theories, implicit knowledge can 
only be accessed if one is exposed to the language early in life (e.g. The Declarative/Procedural 
Model (Ullman, 2004); The Shallow Structure Hypothesis (Clahsen & Felser, 2006)). Moreover, 
access to implicit knowledge is thought to be central to acquiring a native-like competence. If 
heritage speakers do not show the same advantages over L2 learners when tested with online 
processing tasks as they do when tested with oral tasks, it would suggest that early exposure in a 
naturalistic context is not enough to achieve a high level of implicit knowledge in that language. 
If this is the case, something else must be affecting their competence. 
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Most of the research using online processing tasks has analyzed L2 learners (Baek, 2012; 
Felser, 2012; Clashen, 2006; Hopp, 2006). To date, few studies have analyzed heritage speakers’ 
implicit processing mechanisms (Foursha et al., 2005; Montrul, 2006; Foote, 2010; Jegerski, 
2015; Knospe & Felser, 2016; Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019) and even fewer have compared L2 
learners and heritage speakers (Foote, 2011; Rodríguez & Reglero, 2015). Research on L2 
learners has focused on whether there are age effects on the acquisition of implicit processing 
mechanisms. Language processing theories advocating for maturational effects suggest that 
processing in the L2 is ‘shallower’ and less detailed than L1 processing, regardless of the L2 
learners’ proficiency (e.g. Shallow Structure Hypothesis (Clahsen & Felser, 2006)). When L2 
acquisition begins after puberty, L2 learners are thought to process the L2 less efficiently and 
less completely than monolingually-raised native speakers due to their supposed inability to 
access implicit knowledge. However, many recent studies have called these theories into 
question. For example, L2 learners have demonstrated target-like implicit behavior when 
processing their L2 (Dussias et al., 2013; Hopp, 2017). Moreover, if extended to heritage 
language processing, maturational effects theories would suggest that heritage speakers are 
always able to rely on native-like processing strategies because they have been exposed to their 
heritage language early in life. However, while some studies have found that heritage speakers 
can indeed rely on native-like processing strategies (Montrul, 2006; Foote, 2011; Jegerski et al., 
2014), others have demonstrated that heritage speakers cannot always rely on native-like 
processing strategies (Sekerina & Trueswell, 2011; Rodríguez & Reglero, 2015). Moreover, 
several recent studies of processing by heritage speakers suggest that they tend to not differ from 
native speakers in their processing patterns, although they do in processing times (Montrul, 
2006; Foote, 2010; Keating, et al., 2016). While such results are inconclusive, it appears that age 
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alone is not critical for target-like implicit processing. However, it is still not clear why L2 
learners and heritage speakers can sometimes but not always rely on target-like implicit 
processing mechanisms.  
The comparison between heritage speakers and L2 learners is important, as it can bring 
important theoretical implications to the field of language acquisition. However, as previously 
mentioned, heritage speakers and L2 learners are usually taught together in the same classroom. 
Classrooms consisting of both L2 learners and heritage speakers are known as mixed language 
classrooms (Burgo, 2016). Having heritage speakers and L2 learners in the same classroom can 
be problematic because, for example, heritage speakers usually attend classes that were designed 
for L2 learners (Brecht & Ingold, 1998; Valdés, 1995). Moreover, many teachers are only trained 
in how to teach L2 learners and do not know how to fulfill heritage speakers’ demands. That is 
why these classrooms pose unique challenges for instructors as well as for students. For example, 
many heritage speakers feel that teachers can sometimes make false assumptions about their 
linguistic competence and thus have higher expectations of them (Potowski, 2002). Therefore, 
critical questions arise as to how and why these two types of learners’ linguistic knowledge 
differs and whether or not they benefit from the same kinds of teaching input. An important 
question that will be discussed in this chapter is whether or not heritage speakers and L2 
learners, after being together in the same classroom, acquire linguistic aspects, such as DOM, 
similarly. It is important to study how heritage speakers and L2 learners react to language 
teaching, to understand whether or not they take advantage of sharing the same classroom.  
Therefore, research that compares heritage speakers and L2 learners can also bring 
important implications to the classroom. In this study, the acquisition of DOM by heritage 
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speakers and L2 learners is analyzed. Although DOM is usually taught in the classroom, both 
groups of bilinguals demonstrate omission of DOM.  
5.3. Acquisition of Spanish DOM by Heritage Speakers and L2 Learners  
As described in Chapter 3, previous studies have consistently shown that both heritage 
speakers and L2 learners show DOM retraction, as they omit the a-marker with animate objects. 
(McCollam-Wiebe, 2004; Farley & McCollam, 2004; Montrul, 2004; Guijarro-Fuentes & 
Marinis, 2007; Bowles & Montrul, 2008, 2009; Montrul, 2010; Guijarro-Fuentes, 2012; Montrul 
& Sanchez-Walker, 2013; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2014; Cuza et al., 2016). For example, Montrul 
(2010) conducted a comparison of heritage speakers and L2 learners on the acquisition of DOM. 
Montrul aimed to analyze whether age of onset of acquisition and/or influence from their 
dominant language, English, was preventing heritage speakers and L2 learners from acquiring 
DOM. Heritage speakers (n = 67) and L2 learners (n = 72) were divided into three groups 
depending on their Spanish proficiency: advanced (Heritage Speakers = 32, L2 = 25), 
intermediate (Heritage Speakers = 26, L2 = 25) and low (HS = 13, L2 = 22). Heritage speakers 
and L2 learners were compared to a group of monolingually-raised native speakers from 
different Spanish-speaking countries. Participants completed two main tasks: an oral narrative 
task (Montrul, 2004) and an acceptability judgment task.  
Results for the oral narrative task showed that heritage speakers and L2 learners at all 
proficiency levels omitted DOM with animate objects, while the native speakers did not. 
However, the L2 learners produced almost twice the amount of omissions (46.9%) as the 
heritage speakers (26.5%). Moreover, results also showed that advanced heritage speakers did 
not differ significantly from the native speaker control group, which suggests that proficiency is 
an important factor when comparing heritage speakers to monolingually-raised native speakers. 
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As for the AJT, results showed that, overall, heritage speakers and L2 learners accepted 
sentences with DOM omission and animate objects, but the control group did not. In this task, L2 
learners behaved more like the native speakers, as heritage speakers, regardless of proficiency, 
accepted sentences with DOM omission and animate objects significantly more often. Therefore, 
the two groups differed significantly from the native speakers, but the L2 learners outperformed 
the heritage speakers, especially at lowest levels of proficiency.  
All in all, Montrul (2010) proposed that the results of the two tasks showed that DOM is 
subject to incomplete acquisition or attrition for both heritage speakers (as found in Montrul & 
Bowles, 2009, 2010) and L2 learners (as found in Farley and McCollam, 2004; Bowles & 
Montrul, 2009). She also noted that it is important to use different tasks when comparing 
heritage speakers and L2 learners. With the oral task, the heritage speakers showed an advantage 
over the L2 learners, but with the written task, the L2 learners showed an advantage over the 
heritage speakers. Finally, Montrul suggested that DOM omission can easily be attributed to 
transfer from English. Spanish, unlike English, is a language with rich inflection, and rich 
agreement correlates with the possibility of non-canonical word order. In those cases, Spanish 
relies on case marking to indicate thematic roles. Thus, the presence of DOM is crucial to 
understand who is doing what. English word order, on the other hand, is relatively fixed. Thus, 
word order usually conditions thematic interpretations in English. DOM is not required in 
languages like English to understand who is doing what. 
In fact, the omission of case marking is heavily influenced by the word order flexibility 
of the language. To test the correlation between word order and case marking in a language, 
Fedzechkina et al. (2015) exposed learners to two miniature artificial languages. Both languages 
contained case marking, but while one language had flexible word order, the other had fixed 
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word order. Results showed that learners who were exposed to the language with a flexible word 
order used case marking more often than the learners who were exposed to the language with a 
fixed word order. The authors suggested that learners made changes to the artificial languages 
that are compatible with language universals. Language universals are grammatical patterns that 
are prone to happen crosslinguistically. In cases where speakers have grammatical cues that are 
highly informative (e.g. word order), other cues become redundant and are thus omitted (e.g. 
case marking). Indeed, Lunn (2002) has suggested that DOM is disappearing from Dominican 
Spanish because of another innovation occurring in this dialect: Dominican native speakers 
appear to use a stricter SVO word order, and thus direct objects are expected to appear after the 
verb. Therefore, the use of DOM to disambiguate thematic roles is becoming irrelevant. This is 
also discussed in the Unified Competition Model (UCM) (MacWhinney, 2005; see also the 
Competition Model of Bates and MacWhinney, 1987).  
 According to the UCM, languages are described as systems with a number of cues which 
speakers use in order to comprehend the input they receive. Cues vary in strength based on their 
availability (how often they appear in a language) and on their reliability (how often they lead to 
a successful interpretation). The product of cue availability and reliability is cue validity. 
Importantly, the same cue may have different validity in different languages. For example, word 
order has high validity in English. English native speakers rely on word order to identify the 
agent versus the patient in a particular sentence consistent with the canonical subject–verb–
object word order of English. However, speakers of other languages rely less on word order and 
more on other language processing strategies. For instance, Spanish native speakers rely on case 
markers or verb agreement (VanPatten, 2005), while Chinese native speakers rely on animacy 
(Su, 2001). When reading an ungrammatical sentence like ‘The flowers is kissing the girl’, 
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English native speakers will most often consider the first noun (‘the flowers’) as the subject of 
the sentence by relying on word order and ignoring the verb agreement and animacy cues which 
endorse the second noun (‘the girl’) as the subject of the sentence. However, Spanish or Chinese 
native speakers would not rely on word order since their native languages allow variation in 
word order. Spanish native speakers would rely on verb agreement and Chinese native speakers 
on animacy to determine that ‘the girl’ is the subject of the sentence. 
The UCM also suggests that speakers transfer processing strategies from one language to 
another. According to this model, bilinguals display four different processing strategy patterns 
depending on the amount of input they receive from their languages: (1) Forward Transfer, the 
use of L1 processing strategies in L2 processing (Kilborn, 1994); (2) Backward Transfer, the use 
of L2 processing strategies in L1 processing (Liu et al., 1992); (3) Differentiation, the use of 
native-like strategies in each language (McDonald, 1986); and (4) Amalgamation, the use of a 
single set of strategies formed by cue hierarchies across the two languages (Wulfeck et al., 
1986). The UCM model has mainly been tested with late L2 learners who usually demonstrate 
the pattern of forward transfer. Especially at early stages of language acquisition, L2 learners 
show predominant transfer from their L1 to their L2. That is why adult English native speakers 
acquiring Spanish as an L2 misinterpret non-canonical word order sentences (e.g. VSO, 
O(clit)VS etc.) due to their overreliance on word order as a cue. Although forward transfer 
decreases as speakers’ exposure to the L2 increases, in some cases, L1 transfer never disappears 
(Sanz et al., 2014; Bates and MacWhinney, 1981).  
As for heritage speakers, little research has been conducted on their processing strategies, 
and existing results are inconclusive. While some research has claimed that heritage speakers 
display backward transfer when they are exposed to their dominant language (L2) early in life 
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(Liu et al., 1992), other studies have shown an amalgamated form of processing that falls 
somewhere in between the two languages (Vaid & Pandit, 1991; Wulfeck et al., 1986). The least 
common processing pattern is differentiation, which supports the idea that a bilingual is not two 
monolinguals in one person (Grosjean, 1982).  
The omission of DOM with animate objects that has been observed in both heritage 
speakers and L2 learners is compatible with these language universals. DOM retraction may be a 
consequence of a change in the acceptable word order of Spanish in contact with English. In 
other words, Spanish in the U.S. may be acquiring a more fixed SVO word order similar to 
Dominican Spanish. Even so, a major question remains: Is DOM disappearing completely in 
these dialects or only in contexts where case marking is irrelevant (sentences with canonical 
word order)?  
The aim of this study is to test whether heritage speakers and L2 learners show retraction 
of DOM in sentence processing, and if so, when. Unlike previous studies that have mostly 
focused on SVO sentences, the present study examines whether retraction of DOM occurs with 
canonical and/or non-canonical word order sentences. The majority of studies on heritage 
speakers and L2 learners have not examined the interaction between word order and DOM. 
However, heritage speakers and L2 learners may show retraction of DOM only in contexts where 
case marking is irrelevant, as in SVO sentences. If tested in contexts where DOM is critical for 
comprehension (sentences with non-canonical word order), heritage speakers and L2 learners 
may not show the same extent of DOM retraction. Previous research on DOM processing by 
heritage speakers and L2 learners of Spanish suggests that DOM retraction is reflected in 
speakers’ processing mechanisms. When exposed to sentences where DOM is omitted with 
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animate objects, neither heritage speakers nor L2 learners show any grammatical sensitivity 
(Jegerski, 2015; Jegerski, 2017).   
In Arechabaleta-Regulez (2016), the processing of DOM by a group of heritage speakers 
was tested in sentences with different word orders. Results demonstrated that heritage speakers 
were more sensitive to DOM with non-canonical VSO word order than with canonical SVO 
sentences. This suggests that heritage speakers rely on word order and ignore case marking with 
canonical word order sentences, possibly due to transfer from their dominant language (English). 
However, with non-canonical word order sentences, heritage speakers appeared to realize that 
they could no longer rely on word order and that case marking was relevant. Therefore, 
retraction of DOM was most evident in their processing of canonical word order sentences and 
not in their processing of non-canonical word order sentences.  
Building on Arechabaleta-Regulez (2016), this study examines whether L2 learners 
behave like heritage speakers in their processing of DOM. However, when comparing heritage 
speakers and L2 learners, the fact that these two types of bilinguals were exposed to Spanish at 
different ages (before vs. after the critical period) and in different contexts (natural vs. formal) 
may affect their processing. While heritage speakers are compared to L2 learners, this study does 
not focus on whether these two groups of bilinguals can achieve a native-like performance with 
DOM. Instead, it follows Ortega (2010) and other researchers (Bley-Vroman, 1983; Cook, 1992; 
Montrul, 2013) who argue that bilinguals should not always be compared to monolingual 
controls. According to these researchers, future studies should move away from the monolingual 
bias and using native speakers as a baseline. This is because not only do bilinguals and 
monolinguals have very different profiles. (e.g. number of languages, input from each language 
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etc.) but also substantial variation exists even among native monolingual speakers, as Study 1 
has already shown. 
Before testing participants’ processing mechanisms, it is also important to test their 
production and judgments of DOM. Therefore, participants completed two oral tasks and an 
AJT, the same tasks used in Study 1. It is known from previous studies on DOM that heritage 
speakers and L2 learners show DOM omission (e.g. Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013). 
However, these studies have usually examined production, acceptability or online 
comprehension of DOM in isolation. Few, if any, have compared all three of these aspects with 
the same group of speakers. In this study, the tasks provide comprehensive information related to 
participants’ production, acceptance and online comprehension of DOM. The importance of 
analyzing bilinguals’ productive and receptive knowledge is to understand potential dissociations 
and asymmetry between speakers’ production, acceptability and processing.  
Previous research on children acquiring their native language(s) suggests that children 
can typically understand the mapping between forms and meaning before they can produce those 
same forms in speech. That is why children comprehend most, if not all, of the sentences they 
produce (Clark, 1993). However, when describing the developmental stages followed by L2 
learners, it is more controversial whether there exists a symmetry or asymmetry between 
learners’ production and comprehension and whether, in the case of asymmetry, comprehension 
precedes production or the other way around. This controversy is the result of little research that 
has taken into consideration speakers’ comprehension and production together. Comprehension 
and production language modes have typically been studied separately (Tasseva-Kurktchieva, 
2005); however, more research that employs a wider variety of experimental tasks is needed, 
including both expressive and receptive as well as online and offline measures. Analyzing the 
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possible developmental pattern that learners follow when acquiring a new language or a heritage 
language can have important implications for the main theories of language acquisition as well as 
for educators who need to understand their students’ developmental stages to teach languages 
most effectively.  
Previous research on L2 learners’ acquisition has mostly focused on whether L2 learners 
can fully acquire functional features absent from their native language rather than on 
understanding learners’ developmental stages (Franceschina, 2005; Hawkings & Chan, 1997). 
For example, when analyzing L2 learners’ difficulties in acquiring L2 morphosyntax (e.g. tense, 
agreement, case markers etc.), some theories, such as Hawkins and Chan’s (1997) Failed 
Functional Features Hypothesis (FFFH), propose that learners cannot acquire new features that 
are not present in their L1. However, many studies have shown that L2 learners, especially 
learners with an advanced proficiency in the target language, can perform at ceiling even when 
tested on features that do not exist in their L1. Most of these studies tested L2 learners with 
carefully designed offline comprehension tasks, where good performance was thought to be 
possible only if a learner’s grammar included the relevant functional feature (Alarcon, 2011). 
However, other studies that focussed on learners’ production rather than on comprehension 
typically found that even those learners with an advanced proficiency in the L2 continue to 
produce oral errors.  
Theories such as the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (MSIH; Prévost & White, 
1999, 2000) suggest that L2 learners can indeed acquire new features and that errors that appear 
during production stem from mapping problems between surface forms and abstract features. 
However, while “nativelike mental representations are in principle acquirable” (White et al., 
2004:106), learners may have difficulties accessing target morphological forms under a 
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processing burden, for example in spontaneous or timed asks. Therefore, according to the MSIH, 
there is an asymmetry between learners’ comprehension and production, and comprehension 
precedes production. In fact, production may never happen. However, this hypothesis appears to 
disregard a potentially important concept: the comprehension tasks used in the vast majority of 
these studies did not analyze learners’ knowledge in real-time processing with online tasks. 
Therefore, it is difficult to say that oral production errors are really a production-specific 
problem due to communicative pressure. Instead, oral production errors might result from real-
time language use (processing problems). That is why participants’ comprehension is also 
analyzed with online tasks in this study.  
Moreover, the MSIH does not apply to heritage speakers, as it cannot correctly describe 
the performance of the heritage speakers (Montrul, 2011). Contrary to L2 learners, heritage 
speakers show higher accuracy in oral production tasks than in written tasks. Previous studies 
have shown that heritage speakers tend to perform better in oral than in written tasks because 
they have acquired the target language aurally and used it orally. In other words, heritage 
speakers are better at what they have done the most. Furthermore, because they usually do not 
acquire the language in a formal context, reading and writing are their weaker skills. According 
to the MSIH, errors happen in production under pressure; however, this statement does not 
explain morphological variability in heritage speakers. Interestingly, data obtained with heritage 
speakers neither suggest that there is a symmetry between heritage speakers’ production and 
comprehension (according to the FFFH, for example, heritage speakers should show equal 
performance in oral production and written tasks) nor support theories that rely on the role of age 
and maturational effects when acquiring a language. That is why it is important to continue 
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conducting research on heritage speakers, as there are still large gaps and questions to be 
answered about their acquisition. 
By examining heritage speakers and L2 learners’ knowledge with offline comprehension 
tasks and their processing with online tasks, results could reveal whether typical variability 
observed in the speech of these two groups of bilinguals is best characterized as production-
specific performance problems, as suggested by the MSIH, or as difficulties with the retrieval of 
feature information in real-time language use more generally, as suggested by some processing 
theories, such as the shallow structure hypothesis (Clahsen & Felser, 2006).  
5.4. Participants 
Thirty-five heritage speakers and 42 L2 learners were recruited from the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. All participants were between the ages of 18 and 25 (average age 
21.3). In order to participate in the study, heritage speakers were required to: (1) have been born 
in the U.S. (they were all second generation); (2) have been exposed primarily to Spanish in 
early childhood or to both Spanish and English and (3) be of Mexican origin to the greatest 
extent possible. In order to participate in the study, L2 learners were required to: (1) have been 
born in the U.S.; (2) have been exposed to Spanish in a formal context but not earlier than the 
age of 10 and (3) not speak any other second language besides Spanish. For the purposes of this 
study, I was primarily interested in testing heritage speakers and L2 learners with an intermediate 
to high proficiency in Spanish. Heritage speakers and L2 leaners completed a background 
questionnaire to determine whether they met all of these requirements and an adapted version of 
the DELE (Diploma of Spanish as a Foreign Language) proficiency test as an independent 
measure of proficiency in Spanish (Montrul, 2005) (see Table 5.2).  
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Table 5.2: Background questionnaire information 
Participants N Age AoA of Spanish AoA of English DELE scores 
Heritage Speakers 35 19.3 (18-22) Birth 2.2(0-4) 39.76 (21-46) 
L2 Learners 42 20.2(18-24) 12.2 (10-14) Birth 26.62 (13-46) 
 
When comparing the results obtained in the DELE test, there was a significant effect (β = -12.66, 
SE = 1.46, p < 0.0001) as heritage speakers scored significantly higher than the L2 learners. 
Moreover, as Figure 5.1 shows, there was a big difference between the scores obtained by the 
two groups. While most of the heritage speakers scored more than 35 points, most of the L2 












Figure 5.1 DELE Scores for the Heritage Speakers and L2 learners  
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5.5. Procedure 
Heritage speakers and L2 learners followed the exact same procedure as the 
monolingually-raised native speakers did in Study 1, as outlined in Chapter 4. Therefore, the 
bilingual speakers completed the reading task with eye-tracking first followed by the oral tasks, 
first the narrative task and then the elicitation task, and finally the AJT. After completing these 
tasks, participants also completed the background questionnaire and the DELE. Proficiency 
scores were included as covariates to assess the extent to which proficiency affected participants’ 
production, acceptability and online comprehension of DOM. The following sections describe 
each task in greater detail, including the corresponding research questions, hypotheses and 
results. Rather than following the exact order in which participants completed the tasks, the 
discussions are arranged so that the most innovative findings are discussed last.   
5.6. Oral Tasks: Narrative Task and Elicited Production Task 
5.6.1. Overview 
The aim of these tasks was to measure bilingual speakers’ DOM production. Bilingual 
speakers completed the same two tasks that the monolingual speakers completed in Study 1. 
First, the speakers narrated the story of ‘Little Red Riding Hood’, and then they completed the 
elicited production task. The same verbs and objects that were used with the monolingual 
speakers were also used with the bilingual speakers. Heritage speakers and L2 learners complete 
two oral tasks because the narrative task was thought to be more implicit than the elicitation task. 
In the narrative task, participants have more freedom to produce the sentences they want to 
narrate the story and they may be thinking more about what to tell, than on how to tell it. 
However, for the elicitation task participants are given the words they need to produce a sentence 
and may be thinking more on the how rather than on the what.  
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5.6.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Is DOM retraction with animate objects reflected in heritage speakers’ and L2 learners’ 
production? 
 If so, does DOM retraction depend on the type of oral task?  
Both heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to show DOM retraction in their 
production. However, following previous research on the production of DOM, heritage speakers 
were expected to overall show less DOM retraction than the L2 learners and proficiency was 
predicted to be an important factor (Montrul, 2011). Participants with a higher proficiency were 
expected to show fewer unmarked animate objects. Overall, participants were not expected to 
extend the use of DOM to inanimate objects. Moreover, some type of task effect was expected. 
L2 learners were expected to show more DOM omission in the narrative task than in the 
elicitation task. The elicitation task is more explicit, and thus participants may rely more on their 
explicit knowledge and use their metalinguistic knowledge while completing this task. As for the 
heritage speakers, they were expected to show the opposite pattern. Therefore, heritage speakers 
were expected to show more DOM retraction in the elicitation task than in the narrative task. 
While L2 learners seem to perform better in explicit tasks that maximize metalinguistic 
knowledge, heritage speakers seem to perform better in implicit tasks that minimize 
metalinguistic knowledge. 
5.6.3. Results 
Participants’ answers were audio recorded and their answers transcribed and coded by 
one native speaker from Spain. All sentences containing object NPs were analyzed and the 
objects were coded for animacy and for use or non-use of DOM. In situations where participants 
produced unexpected sentences, those sentences were coded as ‘other’ and were taken out for the 
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final statistical analyses. An example of the sentences that were coded as ‘other’ were sentences 
in which participants used the passive voice as in ‘El alumno fue castigado’ ‘The student was 
punished’ when the target sentence was’ La profesora castigó al alumno’ ‘The teacher punished 
the student’.  
An individual score was calculated for each participant’s use of DOM in each task. 
Results were analyzed with a bivariate logistic regression with the framework of glm 
(generalized linear model) using R (version 1.1.453 for Mac OS X, Development Core Team, 
2014), with participant and item as random effects and markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]), 
animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate) and group (heritage speakers vs. L2 learners) as 
fixed effects. All fixed effects were coded as a binary variable using dummy coding 
(markedness: [+DOM] =1, [-DOM] =0; animacy of the object: animate object=1, inanimate 
object=0; group: heritage speakers=1, L2 learners=2). Each participant ended up with 4 
percentages reflecting his or her use or omission of DOM with either animate or inanimate 
objects. Proficiency scores were included as covariates to assess the extent to which proficiency 
of the participants affected their performance.  
5.6.3.1. Oral Narrative Task 
It was hypothesized that both groups of bilinguals would display DOM retraction by 
omitting DOM with animate objects in the narrative task. Moreover, L2 learners were expected 
to omit DOM more often than heritage speakers and proficiency was assumed to play a role in 
the production of DOM (Montrul, 2010). Table 5.3 shows that, as predicted, heritage speakers 
(5.1a) and L2 learners (5.1b) omitted DOM with animate objects; however, heritage speakers 
showed less DOM retraction than the L2 learners. For heritage speakers, 80.40% of the animate 
objects were marked, while 19.60% were unmarked. However, L2 learners showed more DOM 
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omission: 38.74% of the animate objects were marked and 61.26% were unmarked. Moreover, 
participants did not show much extension of DOM to inanimate objects. While heritage speakers 
did not produce any cases of DOM extension, L2 learners did so only 5 times, as in (5.1c).   















a) [Participant 302] ver su abuela 
 see his/her grandmother 
 ‘(She) see her grandmother’ 
b) [Participant 254] comio la nina 
 ate the girl 
                            ‘(the wolf) ate the girl 
c)  [Participant 237] mirando a las flores 
                           staring DOM at the flowers 
                           ‘(She/he) was staring at the flowers) 
The logistic regression revealed a significant effect of ANIMACY, as animate objects were 
marked with DOM significantly more than inanimate objects (β = -4.24, SE = 0.0008, p < 
0.0001), and a significant GROUP effect (β = -0.72, SE = 0.0008, p < 0.0001), as heritage 
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speakers used DOM significantly more often than L2 learners regardless of the animacy of the 
object. There was also a significant interaction between ANIMACY and GROUP (β = 1.96, SE = 
0.0008, p < 0.0001). Tukey’s multiple comparison test revealed that heritage speakers (β = 7.43, 
SE = 1.11, p < 0.0001) and L2 learners (β = 3.05, SE = 0.5, p < 0.0001) used DOM significantly 
more often with animate objects than with inanimate objects. However, when comparing the use 
of DOM with animate objects between the two groups of bilinguals, there was a significant effect 
(β = 1.55, SE = 0.54, p = 0.02) as heritage speakers used DOM significantly more often than the 
L2 learners. As for the use of DOM with inanimate objects, there was not a GROUP effect as the 
use of DOM was minimal for heritage speakers and L2 learners (β = -2.82, SE = 1.22, p = 0.09). 
Finally, there was a significant PROFICIENCY effect (β = 0.093 SE = 0.0008, p < 0.0001). As 
Figure 5.2 shows, participants with higher proficiency used DOM with animate objects more 
often than participants with lower proficiency. However, proficiency seems to have a bigger 
effect on L2 learners than on heritage speakers. Interestingly, for the L2 learners, proficiency 
also had an effect on the extension of DOM to inanimate objects. It appears that L2 learners with 
a higher proficiency of Spanish used DOM more with both animate and inanimate objects. 
Participants may have acquired the rule that states that DOM is used with animate objects, and 
they are now overextending this rule to inanimate objects. However, heritage speakers did not 
extend the use of DOM to inanimate objects.  
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Figure 5.2: The effect of proficiency on the production of DOM  
5.6.3.2. Oral Elicitation Task 
Similar to the narrative task, participants were expected to show DOM retraction in the 
elicitation task. In total, 31 sentences were coded as ‘other’ and were taken out from the 
statistical analyses. Heritage speakers (5.2a) and L2 learners (5.2b) omitted DOM with animate 
objects; however, heritage speakers again showed less DOM omission than expected: 27.45% of 
the animate objects were unmarked and 72.55% were marked. As for the L2 learners, they 
produced more DOM omission than the heritage speakers: 58.83% of the animate objects were 
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unmarked and 61.26% were marked. Moreover, there were more cases of DOM extension in this 
task by both heritage speakers, as in (5.2c), and L2 learners, as in (5.2d). 









a) [Participant 207] Cristina saludó los novios 
                           Cristina said hi to the couple 
                           ‘Cristina said hi to the couple’ 
b) [Participant 322] El ladrón atacó el presidente 
                            the thief attacked the president 
 ‘The thief attacked the president’ 
c) [Participant 311]  El viaje llevo al paraguas  
 the old mal brought DOM the umbrella 
 ‘The old mal brought DOM the umbrella’ 
d) [Participant 213] El hombre besó al trofeo 
 the man kissed the DOM trophy 
                            ‘The man kissed the trophy’ 
 Heritage Speakers L2 Learners 
 Total  Marked Unmarked Total  Marked Unmarked 


























The logistic regression revealed a significant effect of ANIMACY (β = -2.48, SE = 1.06, p = 
0.02), because participants marked animate objects significantly more often than inanimate 
objects overall, and a significant ANIMACY and GROUP interaction (β = 1.93, SE = 0.30, p < 
0.0001). Tukey’s multiple comparison test revealed that heritage speakers (β = 4.20, SE = 0.42, p 
= 0.001) and L2 learners (β = 2.27, SE = 0.39, p < 0.001) used DOM significantly more often 
with animate objects than with inanimate objects. However, heritage speakers and L2 learners 
did not significantly differ on either the use of DOM with animate objects (β = 0.69, SE = 0.47, p 
= 0.45) or on the use of DOM with inanimate objects (β = -1.23, SE = 0.49, p = 0.06). That is 
why in the logistic regression, GROUP did not turn out to be a significant effect (β = -0.69, SE = 
0.47, p = 0.14). Finally, there was a PROFICIENCY effect (β = 0.093, SE = 0.0008, p < 0.0001), 
as participants with higher proficiency marked DOM with animate objects more often than 
participants with lower proficiency. Figure 5.3 shows that the production of DOM increase as 
participants’ proficiency increases. In the elicitation task, L2 learners also marked some 
inanimate objects, but it is not as correlated to proficiency as in the narrative task.   
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Figure 5.3: The effect of proficiency on the production of DOM 
The reason for using two oral tasks was to analyze whether participants’ use of DOM would vary 
depending on whether they were completing a narrative task or an elicitation task. In order to 
analyze task effects, results for the animate objects and inanimate objects were analyzed 
individually with a bivariate logistic regression with the framework of glm in R with participant 
and item as random effects and markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]), task (narration vs. 
elicitation) and group (heritage speakers vs. L2 learners) as fixed effectd. Results for the animate 
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objects revealed a significant TASK effect (β = 0.65, SE = 0.23, p = 0.006) and a significant 
TASK*GROUP interaction (β = -1.06, SE = 0.32, p = 0.0009). Tukey’s multiple comparison test 
revealed a significant difference between the use of DOM by the heritage speakers in the 
narrative task and in the elicitation task (β = -0.65, SE = 0.23, p = 0.03), as participants produced 
DOM with animate objects significantly more in the narrative task than in the elicitation task. 
However, for the L2 learners there was not a significant effect on the use of DOM between the 
two tasks. As for the inanimate objects, results revealed a significant TASK effect (β = -1.68, SE 
= 0.60, p = 0.005). Tukey’s multiple comparison tests only revealed a significant effect when 
comparing the use of DOM with inanimate objects in the narrative task and in the elicitation task 
(β = 1.68, SE = 0.60, p = 0.02), as heritage speakers used DOM with inanimate objects 
significantly more often in the elicitation task than in the narrative task. For the L2 learners, there 
were not any significant comparisons. 
5.6.4. Summary of Results  
As hypothesized, participants showed DOM retraction in the narrative and in the 
elicitation task. Nevertheless, L2 learners produced significantly more unmarked animate objects 
than heritage speakers did. Moreover, L2 learners also showed more extension of DOM to 
inanimate objects than the heritage speakers. Proficiency turned out to be a significant factor, 
especially for the L2 learners. Participants with a higher proficiency, used DOM significantly 
more than participants with a lower proficiency in Spanish.  Proficiency also had an effect on the 
extension of DOM to inanimate objects for the L2 learners. L2 learners with a high proficiency 
in Spanish produced more marked inanimate objects.   
With respect to possible task effects, only heritage speakers’ DOM production changed 
from one task to the other.  Heritage speakers produced more marked animate objects in the 
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narrative task, than in the elicitation task. Moreover, they produced more marked inanimate 
objects in the elicitation task, than in the narrative task.  
5.7. Acceptability Judgment Task 
5.7.1. Overview  
The aim of this task was to test participants’ judgments of DOM. It is difficult to judge 
whether someone has acquired a linguistic phenomenon by only testing their production. The 
fact that speakers did not always produce DOM in the oral tasks does not mean that they have 
not acquired that knowledge. Bilingual participants judged the same sentences the monolingual 
speakers judged in Study 1. Therefore, sentences varied by the use of DOM, animacy of the 
object and word order.  
5.7.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Is DOM retraction by bilingual speakers reflected in their judgments? 
 If so, does DOM retraction depend on the word order of the sentence? 
Heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to accept DOM retraction to some 
extent (Montrul et al. 2015; Guijarro-Fuentes & Marinis, 2007). Therefore, participants were 
expected to accept sentences with DOM omission. However, proficiency was expected to play a 
role on L2 participants’ rating as participants with a higher proficiency in Spanish were expected 
to show less acceptance of DOM omission (Guijarro-Fuentes, 2012; Montrul, 2010). Moreover, 
word order was also expected to play a role. Among the participants that showed some rejection 
to DOM omission with animate objects, they were expected to show more rejection of sentences 
with non-canonical word order, as DOM becomes more relevant and participants may pay more 
attention to its use or omission to judge the sentences. As for sentences with inanimate objects, 
participants were expected to reject the use of DOM and to accept DOM omission (Jegerski, 
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2016). Finally, as this is a metalinguistic task, L2 learners were expected to reject DOM 
retraction with animate objects and DOM extension with inanimate objects more than heritage 
speakers overall (Montrul, 2010). To complete this task, participants had time to remember and 
apply the metalinguistic rules that they may have learned in the classroom about DOM. Thus, 
they may have been able to remember that the normative grammar of Spanish requires animate 
and specific (definite) direct objects to be marked with DOM and judge sentences according to 
the rule. On the other hand, heritage speakers have less explicit knowledge of Spanish because 
they usually acquire their heritage language in a natural setting. Therefore, less reliance on 
explicit rules when completing this task was expected for the heritage speakers.  
5.7.3. Results 
Results were analyzed using the clmm (cumulative link mixed model) function in the 
“ordinal” package (Christensen, 2015) using R (version 1.1.453 for Mac OS X, Development 
Core Team, 2014). Clmms were performed on the ordinary-scaled data to model both participant- 
and item-variability (Agresti, 2002).  The raw scores were entered as primary outcome measures 
(i.e. item ratings per participant and condition) into the statistical analyses. While the raw scores 
of the acceptability ratings were the dependent variable, markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]) and 
animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate) were both fixed effects. Subject and item were 
included as random effects not standardized because clmms take inter-participant variation into 
consideration. Clmms were performed separately for each type of sentence (SVO vs. VSO vs. 
O(clit)VS), and the results obtained for each sentence type are discussed below. Proficiency 
scores were included as covariates to assess the extent to which proficiency of the participants 
affected their performance. 
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5.7.3.1. SVO Sentences 
 Figure 5.4 shows that with animate objects, heritage speakers accepted more the use of 
DOM (M=4.57, SD= 0.97) than the retraction of DOM (M=3.19, SD= 1.47). However, heritage 
speakers seemed to be undecided about the rejection of sentences with unmarked animate 
objects. With the inanimate objects, heritage speakers rejected more the use of DOM (M= 3.71, 
SD= 1.41) than the omission of DOM (M=4.4, SD= 1.01). However, there was a lot of variation 
among heritage speakers’ answers, especially when rejecting the omission of DOM with animate 
objects and the use of DOM with inanimate objects. There suggests that while some participants 
rejected unmarked animate objects and marked inanimate objects, others accepted them.  
 
Figure 5.4: Heritage speakers’ mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for SVO 
sentences 
 
Figure 5.5 shows the results obtained by the L2 learners. Similar to the heritage speakers, the L2 
learners accepted sentences with DOM and animate objects DOM (M= 4.07, SD= 1.21) more 
 166 
than the sentences with DOM omission and animate objects (M= 3.18, SD= 1.42). As for the 
sentences with inanimate objects, L2 learners rejected the sentences with DOM (M= 4.02, SD= 
1.11) more often than the sentences with DOM omission (M= 3.67, SD= 1.33). Among the L2 
learners there was also a lot of variation which suggests that participants had different opinions 
about the acceptance/rejection of these sentences.  
  
Figure 5.5: L2 learners’ mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for SVO sentences 
 
The linear mixed model effect revealed a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = 1.38, SE = 0.18, t 
= 7.65, p < 0.0001) and a significant ANIMACY effect (β = 1.19, SE = 0.18, t = 6.59, p < 0.0001). 
There was also a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = -1.92, SE = 0.24, t=-7.73, 
p < 0.0001), a significant MARKEDNESS*GROUP interaction (β = 1.43, SE = 0.26, p < 0.0001), a 
significant ANIMACY * GROUP interaction (β = 1.34 SE = 0.28, t = 4.70, p < 0.0001) and a 
significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = -2.10, SE = 0.39, t = -5.35 p < 
0.0001). Post hoc analyses for the three-way interaction revealed that the heritage speakers (β = -
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1.38, SE = 0.18, t = -7.65, p  < 0.0001) and the L2 learners (β = -2.73, SE = 0.23, t = -11.76, p  < 
0.0001) accepted sentences with DOM and animate objects significantly more than sentences 
with animate objects and DOM omission. Moreover, both groups rejected sentences with 
inanimate objects and DOM significantly more than sentences with animate objects and DOM (β 
= 0.54, SE = 0.16, t = 3.19, p = 0.03) (β = 1.30, SE = 0.20, t = 6.23, p < 0.0001). Interestingly, 
when comparing sentences with unmarked animate objects to sentences with marked inanimate 
objects, there was a significant effect for heritage speakers (β = -0.73, SE = 0.20, t = -3.53, p = 
0.009) and for L2 learners (β = -0.65, SE = 0.18, t = -3.62, p = 0.006). These results suggest that, 
for heritage speakers and for L2 learners, there is more of a tendency to expand DOM to 
inanimate objects than to omit DOM with animate objects. Finally, when comparing sentences 
with marked animate objects to sentences with unmarked inanimate objects, there was not a 
significant effect for the heritage speakers, (β = 0.19, SE = 0.16, t = 0.16, p = 0.94), but the 
difference was significant for the L2 learners (β = 0.69, SE = 0.22, t = 3.07, p = 0.04).  L2 
learners accepted marked animate objects significantly more than unmarked objects. Proficiency 
was not significant which suggests that participants’ proficiency did not have an effect on their 
acceptability ratings 
Following previous studies, heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to accept 
sentences with animate objects and DOM omission. Results showed that heritage speakers and 
L2 learners showed some acceptance of unmarked animate objects, but both groups still rated 
sentences with animate objects and DOM significantly higher. Nevertheless, as Figures 5.4 and 
5.5 show, there was a great deal of variation among heritage speakers’ and L2 learners’ 
responses, and while some participants appeared to reject sentences with animate objects and no 
DOM, others accepted them. As for the sentences with inanimate objects, participants were 
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expected to accept sentences with DOM omission and reject sentences with DOM. While results 
revealed a significant effect between sentences with DOM and sentences with DOM omission, 
participants did not always reject sentences with DOM, and there was notable variation among 
their answers. Moreover, heritage speakers and L2 learners preferred the extension of DOM to 
inanimate objects over the omission of DOM with animate objects. Because PROFICIENCY did 
not turn out to be significant (β = 0.006, SE = 0.01, t= 0.03, p = 0.97), it appears that 
participants’ proficiency does not have an effect on their judgments.  
5.7.3.2. VSO Sentences 
Figure 5.6 shows the results obtained for the heritage speakers. With animate objects, 
heritage speakers rated the sentences with DOM (M= 3.46, SD= 1.39) higher than the sentences 
with DOM omission (M= 2.47, SD= 1.35). However, when accepting sentences with inanimate 
objects, heritage speakers accepted the omission of DOM (M= 3.85, SD =1.42) more than the 
use of DOM (M= 3.45, SD= 1.49). Regardless of the type of the object or the use of DOM, there 
was variation on heritage speakers’ answers, which suggests that heritage speakers had different 
opinions on the acceptance of these sentences.  
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Figure 5.6: Heritage speakers means acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for VSO 
sentences 
 
Similar to the heritage speakers, when judging the sentences with animate objects, the L2 
learners rated the sentences with DOM (M= 3.57, SD= 1.36) higher than the sentences with 
DOM omission (M= 2.84, SD= 1.39) (See Figure 5.7). As for the sentences that contained 
inanimate objects, contrary to what it was hypothesized, L2 learners preferred the sentences with 
DOM (M= 3.63, SD= 1.28) over the sentences with DOM omission (M= 3.53, SD= 1.42). 
Overall, there was a lot of variation in L2 learners’ answers. 
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Figure 5.7: L2 learners’ mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for VSO sentences 
 
The linear mixed model effect for VSO sentences revealed a significant MARKEDNESS effect (β = 
1.40, SE = 0.20, t = -6.80, p < 0.0001) and a significant ANIMACY effect (β = 2.24, SE = 0.21, t = 
-10.51, p < 0.0001). There was also a significant MARKEDNESS * ANIMACY interaction (β = -
2.19, SE = 0.29, t = -7.45, p < 0.0001), a significant ANIMACY *GROUP interaction (β = -1.21, SE 
= 0.27, t = -4.40, p < 0.0001) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP (β = 1.20, SE = 
0.38, t = 3.13, p < 0.001). Tukey’s multiple comparison test for the three-way interaction 
revealed a significant effect when comparing sentences with animate objects and DOM omission 
to sentences with animate objects and DOM for heritage speakers (β = -1.40, SE = 0.20, t =-6.80, 
p < 0.0001) and L2 learners (β = -1.06, SE = 0.17, t = -5.99, p < 0.0001). However, when 
comparing sentences with inanimate objects and DOM to sentences with inanimate objects and 
DOM omission, there was only a significant effect for heritage speakers (β = 0.79, SE = 0.20, t=-
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3.82, p  < 0.0001), but not for L2 learners (β = -0.07, SE = 0.17, t = -0.43, p = 0.99). Therefore, 
only the heritage speakers rejected the use of DOM with inanimate objects. When comparing 
unmarked animate objects to marked inanimate objects, there was a significant effect for heritage 
speakers (β = -1.45, SE = 0.20, t = -7.09, p < 0.0001) and for L2 learners (β = -0.07, SE = -1.11, t 
=-6.27, p < 0.0001). These results suggest that heritage speakers and L2 learners prefer the use of 
DOM with inanimate objects over the omission of DOM with animate objects. However, when 
comparing sentences with marked animate objects to sentences with unmarked inanimate objects 
there was a significant effect for heritage speakers, (β = -0.84, SE = 0.20, t = -4.03, p = 0.011), 
but the difference was not significant for the L2 learners (β = 0.03, SE = 0.17, t = 0.19, p = 1.00).  
Heritage speakers, but not L2 learners, accepted unmarked inanimate objects significantly more 
than marked animate objects. Finally, proficiency did not turn out to be significant (β = 0.01, SE 
= 0.02, t = 0.75, p = 0.45), which suggests that participants’ proficiency did not have an effect on 
their judgments.  
5.7.3.3. O(clit)VS Sentences 
 
 Figure 5.8 shows that when accepting sentences with animate objects, heritage speakers 
rated sentences with DOM (M = 2.38, SD = 1.32) higher than sentences with DOM retraction (M 
= 1.96, SD = 1.04). With sentences that contained inanimate objects, heritage speakers accepted 
the sentences with DOM omission (M = 2.39, SD = 1.28) more often than the sentences with 




Figure 5.8: Heritage speakers’ mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for O(clit)VS 
sentences 
Figure 5.9 shows the results obtained with the L2 learners. L2 learners rated the sentences 
with DOM and animate objects (M = 3.36, SD = 1.28) higher than the sentences with DOM 
omission and animate objects (M = 2.96, SD = 1.24). As for the sentences with inanimate 
objects, L2 learners rated sentences with DOM omission (M = 3.1, SD = 1.4) slightly higher than 
the sentences with DOM (M = 3.04, SD = 3.1). 
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Figure 5.9: L2 learners’ mean acceptability scores and errors bars (CI 95%) for O(clit)VS 
sentences 
The linear mixed model effect revealed significant effects of MARKEDNESS (β = 0.69, SE 
= 0.20, t = 3.38, p = 0.0007), ANIMACY (β = 0.74, SE = 0.20, t = 3.69, p = 0.0002) and GROUP 
(β = 1.74, SE = 0.46, t = 3.78, p < 0.0001). There was also a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY 
interaction (β = -1.77, SE = 0.29, t = -6.00, p < 0.0001) and a significant 
MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = 1.08, SE = 0.38, t = 2.77, p = 0.005). Tukey’s 
multiple comparison test for the three-way interaction revealed a significant difference between 
sentences with animate objects and DOM omission and sentences with animate objects and 
DOM for heritage speakers (β = -0.69, SE = 0.20, t = -3.38, p = 0.01) and for L2 learners (β = -
0.58, SE = 0.17, t = -3.29, p = 0.02). Heritage speakers and L2 learners rated the sentences with 
DOM significantly higher than the sentences with DOM omission. However, for sentences with 
inanimate objects, there was a significant difference between marked and unmarked inanimate 
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objects for the heritage speakers (β = 1.08, SE = 0.21, t =5.14, p < 0.0001) but not for the L2 
learners (β = 0.11, SE = 0.18, t=0.61, p = 0.99). While heritage speakers rated sentences with 
DOM omission higher than sentences with DOM, L2 learners rated these two types of sentences 
similarly. Thus, L2 learners did not reject DOM with inanimate objects. When comparing 
unmarked animate objects to marked inanimate objects, there was not a significant difference for 
either the heritage speakers (β = 0.33, SE = 0.20, t =1.59, p = 0.75) or for the L2 learners (β = -
0.11, SE = 0.18, t = 0.69, p = 0.99). Finally, when comparing sentences with marked animate 
objects to sentences with unmarked inanimate objects, there was not a significant effect for the 
heritage speakers, (β = -0.05, SE = -0.20, t = -0.26, p = 1.00), or for the L2 learners (β = 0.28, SE 
= 0.18, t = 1.60, p = 0.75).  Proficiency did not turn out to be significant for O(clit)VS sentences 
(β = 0.001, SE = 0.02, t = 0.05, p = 0.95). 
5.7.4. Summary of Results 
As hypothesized, heritage speakers and L2 learners did not completely reject the 
omission of DOM with animate objects in any of the contexts. In most cases, heritage speakers 
and L2 learners appeared to be undecided when judging unmarked animate objects. However, 
heritage speakers and L2 learners with SVO and VSO rejected the omission of DOM with 
animate objects more than the use of DOM with inanimate objects. In fact, results obtained from 
the sentences containing inanimate objects were unexpected, as neither the heritage speakers nor 
the L2 learners showed a strong rejection of the use of DOM with inanimate objects. Moreover, 
proficiency did not appear to be significant in any of the analyses, and thus, contrary to what was 
predicted (Montrul, 2010), participants with higher proficiency did not behave differently than 
participants with lower proficiency.  
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It was also hypothesized that word order would have an effect on participants’ judgments. 
Results partially support this hypothesis as word order had an effect only on sentences with 
inanimate objects and only with L2 learners: for sentences with a non-canonical word order, L2 
learners’ judgment did not differ between sentences with DOM and sentences with DOM 
omission. Therefore, results suggest that L2 learners sometimes accepted the use of DOM with 
inanimate objects. Participants may accept DOM with inanimate objects due to an 
overgeneralization error. However, because they did not accept the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects in sentences with a canonical word order, the fact that they accept DOM extension in 
VSO and O(clit)VS sentences may be more related to the word order of these sentences. When 
reading sentences with non-canonical word order, participants may find these sentences 
unnatural and pay less attention to the use of DOM. In fact, heritage speakers’ and L2 learners’ 
ratings were overall lower with sentences following a non-canonical word order (VSO and 
O(clit)VS), than with sentences following a canonical word order (SVO). With O(clit)VS) 
sentences especially, heritage speakers and L2 leaners rated them very low regardless of the 
animacy of the object or the use of DOM. Therefore, it appears that both groups of bilinguals are 
not very familiar with non-canonical word order sentences and thus, rejected them.  
Heritage speakers and L2 learners showed some DOM retraction in both the oral tasks 
and the AJT. However, results suggest an opposite production-comprehension asymmetry: while 
heritage speakers showed more DOM omission in the AJT than in the oral tasks, L2 learners 
showed more DOM omission in the oral tasks than in the AJT. The next step is to analyze their 
online comprehension. It seems that heritage speakers integrate DOM into their processing, and 
that is why they are able to almost always produce it. As for the L2 learners, following the 
MSIH, they may also integrate DOM into their online comprehension, but due to production-
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specific problems brought on by communicative pressure, DOM is not part of their productive 
knowledge.  
5.8. Reading Task with Eye-Tracking 
5.8.1. Overview 
The aim of this task was to test heritage speakers and L2 learners’ sensitivity to DOM 
while reading. The sentences the bilingual speakers read were the same sentences monolingual 
speakers read in Study 1. However, because this task was more tiresome for the bilingual 
speakers, most needed more time to complete the task than the monolingual speakers. While 
monolingual speakers needed between 30 to 45 minutes to complete this task, bilingual speakers 
needed between 40 to 60 minutes. The same reading times and regions analyzed in Study 1 were 
also analyzed in this study. 
5.8.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 Is DOM retraction reflected in bilingual speakers’ processing mechanisms? 
 If so, does DOM retraction depend on the word order of the sentence? 
Following previous studies, heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to show no 
sensitivity to the use or omission of DOM with animate objects, at least with sentences following 
a canonical word order (Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; Jegerski, 2018; Jegerski & Sekerina, 
2019). Therefore, participants were expected to produce comparable reading times when reading 
sentences with marked animate objects than with sentences with DOM omission. As for 
sentences with inanimate objects, heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to show 
sensitivity to the use of DOM (Jegerski, 2018) Therefore, they were expected to produce longer 
reading times and more regressions with marked than with unmarked inanimate objects. 
Moreover, word order was hypothesized to play a role in participants’ sensitivity to DOM. If 
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Heritage speakers and L2 learners showed some sensitivity to DOM, it would be more prominent 
with non-canonical word order sentences (Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; Jegerski & Sekerina, 
2019). However, proficiency is expected to play a role and only those participants with a high 
proficiency in Spanish are expected to show DOM sensitivity, particularly with objects in 
sentences with non-canonical word order.  
5.8.3. Results 
Data for the reading task with eye-tracking was analyzed with the lmer (linear mixed 
effect regression) function in the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2015) using R (version 1.1.453 for 
Mac OS X, Development Core Team, 2014) for every eye movement measurement. For all 
analyses, reading times were the dependent variable while markedness ([+DOM] vs. [-DOM]), 
animacy of the object (animate vs. inanimate) and group (heritage speakers vs. L2 learners) were 
all fixed effects. Subject and item were both included as random effects. Proficiency scores were 
included as covariates to assess the extent to which proficiency affected participants’ processing. 
When significant interactions were found, a Tukey’s multiple comparison post hoc test was 
performed with lmeans package to conduct multiple pairwise comparisons of the fixed variables 
and their interactions. To ensure that the descriptive and statistical analyses included only 
sentences that participants understood, sentences with incorrect responses to the post-stimulus 
comprehension questions were excluded from the analyses. Also, all fixations shorter than 80ms 
and longer than 1200 ms were excluded (Rayner, 1998). In total, this excluded 15.1% of the data 











Table 5.5 shows that, overall, heritage speakers were more accurate than the L2 learners with the 
post-stimulus comprehension questions; however, there was not a significant GROUP 
comparison (β = 10.77, SE = 9.33, t = 1.01, p = 0.22). Results for each type of sentence are 
discussed in the following subsections. Each discussion begins with a table displaying the mean 
reaction times in milliseconds as well as the standard errors for each of the 5 reading times and in 
each of the 4 regions: the Critical Region, Region 4, Region 5 and Region 6. Only significant 
effects and significant interactions are discussed;  
5.8.3.1. SVO Sentences 
Table 5.6 and Table 5.7 show the mean reaction times in milliseconds as well as the 
standard deviation for each of the 5 reading times and in each of the 4 regions analyzed for SVO 








Table 5.5: Mean accuracy scores for the comprehension questions.  
 Heritage Speakers                 L2 learners 
Correct 91.20%        89.4% 
Incorrect 8.8%           10.6% 
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Table 5.6: Reaction times and standard deviations for SVO sentences (HS) 
 TT SP FP RI RO 
Region 3      
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 





Table 5.7: Reaction times and standard deviations for SVO sentences (L2) 
 TT SP FP RI RO 
Region 3    
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 
RI=Regressions In, RO=Regressions Out 
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Total Reading Times: In the Critical Region, there were not any significant effects or 
significant interactions. In Region 4, there was a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction 
(β = 89.05, SE = 42.50, t = 2.09, p = 0.03). As Table 5.8 shows, when reading sentences with 
animate objects, heritage speakers and L2 learners needed more time to read sentences with 
DOM omission than with DOM; however, when reading sentences with inanimate objects, 
heritage speakers and L2 learners needed more time to read sentences with DOM than with 
DOM omission. Because the animacy of the object caused opposite effects to the use or omission 
of DOM, the result is an interaction between the two factors without a main effect (known as a 
crossover interaction). Therefore, it appears that both groups were sensitive to the omission of 
DOM with animate objects and to the use of DOM with inanimate objects.  
Table 5.8: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 823.14 18.87 58.51 785.38 860.91 
[+DOM]      animate 792.45 18.93 59.58 754.57 830.34 
[-DOM]      inanimate 805.78 18.62 59.77 768.52 843.05 
[+DOM]      inanimate 830.41 19.02 66.47 792.43 868.39 
 
In Region 5, there were not any significant effects or significant interactions. In Region 6, there 
was a significant ANIMACY* GROUP interaction (β = -89.23, SE = 39.4, t = -2.26, p = 0.02). 
Tukey’s multiple comparison test revealed a significant difference between the reading times 
produced by L2 learners with animate and inanimate objects (β = 62.99, SE = 23.07, t = 2.73, p = 
0.03). As Table 5.9 shows, both groups produced longer reading times with animate than with 
inanimate objects.  
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First Pass Reading Times: In the Critical Region, in Region 4 and in Region 6 there were not any 
significant effects or significant interactions. In Region 5, there was a significant MARKEDNESS* 
GROUP interaction (β = 25.62, SE = 12.96, t = 1.97, p =0.04). Tukey’s test did not reveal any 
significant comparisons. Heritage speakers and L2 learners behaved differently with regard to 
the use or omission of DOM. Heritage speakers took longer to read sentences without DOM, 
while L2 learners produced longer reading times with DOM-marked objects (crossover 
interaction) (see Table 5.10)  
Table 5.10: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS*GROUP interaction in Region 5 
markedness group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      HS 251.42 9.64 96.26 232.26 270.57 
[+DOM]      HS 239.51 9.56 92.51 220.52 258.49 
[-DOM]      L2 224.86 8.22 88.20 208.51 241.20 
[+DOM]      L2 232.60 8.19 87.61 216.31 248.89 
 
 Second Pass Reading Times: In the Critical Region and in Region 5 there were not any 
significant effects or significant interactions. However, second pass reading times revealed a 
significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 (β= 96.02, SE= 41.89, t= 2.29, 
animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
animate HS 605.03 103.27 24.64 556.1679 653.9010 
inanimate HS 599.30 107.94 24.89 549.9625 648.6484 
animate L2 678.06 95.46 22.66 633.0720 723.0619 
inanimate L2 615.06 94.99 22.63 570.1258 660.0108 
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p=0.02). Tukey’s multiple comparison tests did not reveal any significant comparisons 
(crossover interaction). As Table 5.11 shows, participants took longer to read unmarked objects 
than arked objects with sentences containing animate objects; however, for sentences containing 
inanimate objects, participants needed more time to read DOM-marked objects than unmarked 
objects.  
 Table 5.11: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction in Region 4 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 569.90 18.41 52.38 532.95 606.85 
[+DOM]      animate 535.28 18.47 53.23 498.22 572.34 
[-DOM]      inanimate 546.16 18.15 54.28 509.77 582.55 
[+DOM]      inanimate 570.31 18.49 59.76 533.31 607.31 
 
In Region 6, there was a significant GROUP effect (β = 97.9, SE = 35.85, t = 2.73, p = 0.006) and 
a significant ANIMACY* GROUP interaction (β = -85.17, SE = 37.43, t = -2.27, p = 0.02). Tukey’s 
test revealed a significant comparison between the reading times produced by the heritage 
speakers and the L2 learners when reading sentences with animate objects (β = -87.60, SE= 
30.96, t = -2.82, p = 0.02). There was also a significant comparison between the heritage 
speakers’ reading times when reading sentences with inanimate objects and the L2 learners’ 
reading times when reading sentences with animate objects (β = -100.46, SE = 32.96, t = -3.04, p 
= 0.01). Finally, the analysis found a significant difference for the L2 learners with sentences 
with animate and inanimate objects (β = 65.94, SE = 21.00, t = -3.13, p = 0.01). As Table 5.12 
shows, heritage speakers and L2 learners took longer to read sentences with animate than with 
inanimate objects.   
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Table 5.12: Results obtained in the ANIMACY* GROUP interaction in Region 6 
animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
animate HS 364.15 21.76 102.10 320.99 407.32 
inanimate HS 351.29 22.02 107.42 307.63 394.95 
animate L2 451.76 19.96   93.13 412.11 491.40 
inanimate L2 385.81 19.93   92.59 346.22 425.40 
 
 Number of Regressions In: In the Critical Region there were not significant effectso  or 
significant interactions. However, number of regressions in revealed a significant ANIMACY 
effect (β = -9.57, SE = 4.74, t = -2.01, p = 0.04), a significant PROFICIENCY effect (β = 4.88, SE = 
2.48, t = 1.96, p = 0.05) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = 1.24, SE = 
6.72, t = 1.84, p = 0.05) in Region 4. Tukey’s multiple comparison test did not reveal any 
significant differences. With animate objects, heritage speakers and L2 learners both produced 
more regressions in with when animate objects were unmarked. However, they produced more 
regressions in with sentences that contained DOM-marked inanimate objects (see Table 5.13). 
Proficiency turned out to be significant because participants with a lower proficiency produced 
more regressions overall than participants with a higher proficiency.  
Table 5.13: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS * GROUP interaction in Region 4 
markedness animacy emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate 0.33 0.02 46.24 0.27 0.39 
[+DOM]      animate 0.28 0.02 46.98 0.22 0.34 
[-DOM]      inanimate 0.27 0.02 48.32 0.22 0.33 
[+DOM]      inanimate 0.30 0.021 53.02 0.24 0.36 
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In Region 5, there was a significant ANIMACY*GROUP interaction 2 (β = 252.35, SE = 91.85, t = 
2.75, p = 0.005). As Table 5.14 shows, heritage speakers produced more regressions in with 
animate objects, while L2 learners did so with inanimate objects. In Region 6, there were not 
significant effects or significant interactions. 







Number of Regressions Out: In the Critical Region or in Region 5 there were not any 
significant effects or any significant interactions. However, number of regressions out revealed a 
significant ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = 8.98, SE = 4.50, t = 1.99, p = 0.04) and a 
significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = -1.17, SE = 6.38, t = -1.83, p = 0.05 
in Region 4. Tukey’s multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant comparisons. As 
Table 5.15 shows, both heritage speakers and L2 learners produced more regressions out with 
unmarked animate objects. As for inanimate objects, heritage speakers produced more 




animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
animate HS 0.35 0.04 102.22 0.27 0.42 
inanimate HS 0.28 0.04 113.84 0.20 0.37 
animate L2 0.39 0.03   85.48 0.32 0.45 
inanimate L2 0.47 0.03   94.97 0.40 0.54 
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Table 5.15: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 4 
 
In Region 6, there was a significant ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = 1.29, SE = 6.43, t = 2.01, 
p = 0.04) and a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = -1.17, SE = 6.38, t = 
-1.74, p = 0.05). Tukey’s test did not reveal any significant comparisons for either of the 
interactions. As Table 5.16 shows, when reading sentences with animate objects, heritage 
speakers, but not L2 learners, produced more regressions out with sentences with unmarked 
objects. With inanimate objects, heritage speakers and L2 learners both regressed out with 






markedness animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate HS 0.13 0.03 107.36 0.07 0.20 
[+DOM]      animate HS 0.08 0.03 106.05 0.02 0.15 
[-DOM]      inanimate HS 0.13 0.03 108.92 0.07 0.20 
[+DOM]      inanimate HS 0.16 0.03 108.90 0.10 0.23 
[-DOM]      animate L2 0.13 0.03 126.63 0.06 0.20 
[+DOM]      animate L2 0.10 0.03 131.78 0.04 0.17 
[-DOM]      inanimate L2 0.22 0.03 115.50 0.16 0.29 
[+DOM]      inanimate L2 0.16 0.03 125.49 0.09 0.22 
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Table 5.16: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 6 
markedness animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate HS 0.30 0.05 69.87 0.20 0.41 
[+DOM]      animate HS 0.26 0.05 70.29 0.16 0.37 
[-DOM]      inanimate HS 0.18 0.05 82.18 0.08 0.29 
[+DOM]      inanimate HS 0.26 0.05 82.55 0.16 0.37 
[-DOM]      animate L2 0.19 0.05 58.18 0.09 0.29 
[+DOM]      animate L2 0.25 0.05 60.92 0.15 0.35 
[-DOM]      inanimate L2 0.20 0.04 66.86 0.10 0.30 
[+DOM]      inanimate L2 0.22 0.04 69.17 0.12 0.32 
 
Sum of skipped targets: In total, heritage speakers skipped DOM or the determiner ‘el’ 
10% of the time and L2 learners 12%. There was not a significant GROUP effect (β = -0.03. SE = 
0.02, t = -1.68, p = 0.54) 
Summary of SVO Results: Reading times for SVO sentences suggest that heritage 
speakers and L2 learners were more sensitive to the omission of DOM with animate objects than 
previously expected. Heritage speakers and L2 learners were also sensitive to the extension of 
DOM to inanimate objects as previously suggested (Jegerski, 2016). With total reading times, 
with first pass reading times, and with regressions in, there was a significant 
MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction in region 4, as heritage speakers and L2 learners produced 
longer reading times or more regressions with unmarked animate objects than with marked 
animate objects and with marked inanimate objects than with unmarked inanimate objects. 
However, in later regions, it is important to note that heritage speakers seemed to be affected by 
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DOM omission regardless of the animacy of the object, while L2 learners were affected by DOM 
regardless of the animacy of the object. Finally, proficiency was only significant with regressions 
in, as participants with a lower proficiency produced more regressions than participants with a 
higher proficiency. For the rest of reading measures, proficiency did not have an effect on the 
reading times produced by the participants.  
5.8.3.2. VSO Sentences 
The mean reaction times in milliseconds and the standard deviation for the 7 reading 
times and for all the 4 regions are represented in Table 5.17 for the heritage speakers and in 
















Table 5.17: Reaction times and standard deviations for VSO sentences (HS) 
 TT SP FP RI RO 
Region 3 



































































































































































** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 





Table 5.18: Reaction times and standard deviations for VSO sentences (L2) 
 TT SP FP RI RO 
Region 3 



































































































































































** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 
RI=Regressions In, RO=Regressions Out 
 
 Total Reading Times: Total Reading times did not show any significant effects or any 
significant interactions in any of the 4 regions that were analyzed. Therefore, with VSO 
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sentences, the use or non-use of DOM did not cause any processing diffiuclties for the heritage 
speakers or for the L2 learners.   
First Pass Reading Times: First pass reading times revealed a significant GROUP effect (β = -
38.57, SE = 13.69, t = -2.81, p = 0.005) in the Critical Region. In Region 4, there was a 
significant MARKEDNESS*GROUP interaction (β = -23.62, SE = 12.94, t = -1.82, p = 0.05). 
Tukey’s multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant comparisons. Heritage speakers 
and L2 learners reacted differently to the use or omission of DOM. Regardless of the animacy of 
the object, heritage speakers produced longer reading times when sentences contained DOM, 
while L2 learners produced longer reading times when sentences omitted DOM (see Table 5.19) 







In Region 5 there were not any significant effects or significant interactions. In Region 6, there 
was also a significant ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = -2.51, SE = 1.38, t = -1.82, p = 0.04). As 
Table 5.20 shows, while heritage speakers needed more time to read sentences that contained 




markedness group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      HS 260.24 9.48 93.53 241.40 279.08 
[+DOM]      HS 268.20 9.46 92.92 249.40 287.01 
[-DOM]      L2 257.21 9.44 98.61 238.47 275.95 
[+DOM]      L2 244.62 9.38 96.37 226.00 263.24 
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Table 5.20: Results obtained in the ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 5 
animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
animate HS 238.25 9.02 103.74 220.35 256.15 
inanimate HS 244.66 9.17 109.76 226.47 262.85 
animate L2 238.57 8.18 97.23 222.32 254.82 
inanimate L2 219.79 8.25 101.08 203.42 236.16 
 
 Second Pass Reading Times:In the Critical Region (β = 105.65, SE = 43.04, t = 2.45, p = 
0.01) and in Region 4 (β = 92.25, SE = 45.14, t = 2.04, p = 0.04), there was a significant GROUP 
effect. Overall, heritage speakers were faster readers than L2 learners. However, there were not 
any significant effects or significant interactions.  
Number of Regressions In: In the Critical Region, there was a significant 
MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY interaction (β = 1.15, SE = 6.51, t = 1.76, p = 0.04) and a significant 
MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = -1.64, SE = 9.11, t = -1.80, p = 0.03). Tukey’s 
multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant comparisons in any of the interactions, as 
participants reacted to the use or omission of DOM differently (See Table 5.21). When reading 
sentences with animate objects, heritage speakers produced more regressions in with sentences 
that omitted DOM than with sentences containing DOM. As for the L2 learners, they produced 
more regressions in with sentences containing DOM than with sentences that omitted DOM. As 
for sentences with inanimate objects, heritage speakers produced more regressions in with 
sentences containing DOM, while L2 learners produced more regression in with sentences that 
omitted DOM (see Table 5.21).  
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Table 5.21: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 3 
markedness animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate HS 0.50 0.04 167.28 0.41 0.59 
[+DOM]      animate HS 0.44 0.04 143.32 0.35 0.53 
[-DOM]      inanimate HS 0.44 0.04 134.60 0.35 0.52 
[+DOM]      inanimate HS 0.50 0.04 136.97 0.41 0.58 
[-DOM]      animate L2 0.53 0.04 147.98 0.44 0.61 
[+DOM]      animate L2 0.57 0.04 143.11 0.48 0.65 
[-DOM]      inanimate L2 0.56 0.04 138.44 0.47 0.64 
[+DOM]      inanimate L2 0.54 0.04 142.13 0.46 0.63 
 
In Region 4 and Region 5 there were not any significant effects or significant interactions. In 
Region 6, there was a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = -1.82, SE = 
1.01, t = -1.80, p = 0.04). In this region, Tukey’s test did not reveal any significant effects. 
However, estimated marginal means showed the same trend as in the critical region. When 
reading sentences with animate objects, heritage speakers produced more regressions in with 
sentences that did not contain DOM, while L2 learners produced more regressions in with 
sentences containing DOM. As for sentences with inanimate objects, heritage speakers produced 
more regressions in with sentences that contained DOM, while L2 learners produced more 





Table 5.22: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 6 
markedness animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate HS 0.28 0.05 92.71 0.13 0.34 
[+DOM]      animate HS 0.26 0.05 104.12 0.16 0.3 
[-DOM]      inanimate HS 0.32 0.05 103.02 0.21 0.43 
[+DOM]      inanimate HS 0.36 0.05 79.11 0.26 0.46 
[-DOM]      animate L2 0.37 0.04 73.92 0.27 0.47 
[+DOM]      animate L2 0.44 0.05 85.95 0.33 0.54 
[-DOM]      inanimate L2 0.35 0.05 92.7 0.13 0.34 
[+DOM]      inanimate L2 0.24 0.04 76.94 0.25 0.45 
 
Number of Regressions Out: Number of regressions out revealed a significant 
MARKEDNESS* GROUP interaction (β = -1.36, SE = 5.41, t = -2.52, p = 0.01) and a significant 
MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = 1.46, SE = 7.47, t = 1.95, p = 0.05) in the 
Crticial Region Tukey’s multiple comparison test revealed an almost significant comparison 
between the regressions out produced by L2 learners when reading sentences with animate 
objects and DOM omission and sentences with animate objects and DOM (β = 0.11, SE = 0.04, t 
= 2.99, p = 0.06 ). As Table 5.23 shows, when reading sentences with animate objects, heritage 
speakers and L2 learners produced more regressions out with unmarked objects thant with 
marked objects. As for sentences with inanimate objects, heritage speakers produced more 
regressions with marked objects, while L2 learners produced more regressions out with 
sentences that omitted DOM (see Table 5.23). 
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Table 5.23: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 3 
markedness animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate HS 0.24 0.03 156.13 0.12 0.25 
[+DOM]      animate HS 0.20 0.03 131.99 0.14 0.27 
[-DOM]      inanimate HS 0.20 0.03 126.52 0.14 0.26 
[+DOM]      inanimate HS 0.26 0.03 121.85 0.20 0.32 
[-DOM]      animate L2 0.24 0.03 155.88 0.18 0.31 
[+DOM]      animate L2 0.12 0.03 149.32 0.06 0.19 
[-DOM]      inanimate L2 0.24 0.03 134.24 0.17 0.30 
[+DOM]      inanimate L2 0.19 0.03 138.09 0.12 0.25 
 
In Region 4, there was also a significant MARKEDNESS*ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β 
= -1.87, SE = 9.25, t= -2.02, p = 0.04). For this region, Tukey’s test did not reveal any significant 
comparisons. As Table 5.24 shows, heritage speakers produced more regressions out with 
unmarked animate objects and with marked inanimate objects than with marked animate objects 
and unmarked inanimate objects respectively. L2 learners on the other hand, produced more 
regressions out with unmarked objects regardless of the animacy of the object. There was also a 
significant PROFICIENCY effect in Regions 5 (β = -4.39, SE = 2.41, t = -1.82, p = 0.07) and 6 (β = 






Table 5.24: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* ANIMACY*GROUP interaction in Region 4 
markedness animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      animate HS 0.24 0.03 133.11 0.18 0.25 
[+DOM]      animate HS 0.20 0.03 121.89 0.24 0.30 
[-DOM]      inanimate HS 0.26 0.02 125.75 0.21 0.31 
[+DOM]      inanimate HS 0.30 0.02 116.33 0.18 0.31 
[-DOM]      animate L2 0.24 0.03 152.78 0.18 0.33 
[+DOM]      animate L2 0.12 0.03 139.23 0.12 0.20 
[-DOM]      inanimate L2 0.24 0.03 131.42 0.07 0.32 
[+DOM]      inanimate L2 0.19 0.03 135.11 0.11 0.28 
 
Sum of skipped targets: Overall, heritage speakers skipped the Critical Region 16% of the 
time and L2 learners 19% of the time. However, the pairwise comparison did not show a 
significant GROUP effect (β = -0.04, SE = 0.02, t = -2.37, p = 0.16) 
Summary of VSO Results: Overall, reading times for sentences with VSO word order 
showed mixed results regarding the sensitivity to DOM with animate and inanimate objects by 
the heritage speakers and the L2 learners. Heritage speakers, as suggested by total reading times 
and second pass reading times, produced longer reading times with marked animate objects than 
with unmarked animate objects in early regions (R2, R3, R4 and R5); however, in later regions 
(R6, R7 and R8) they showed the opposite pattern: they produced longer reading times with 
sentences that did not contain DOM than with sentences containing DOM. These results may 
suggest that their sensitivity to DOM omission with animate objects happened only in later 
regions as a spillover effect. Regressions in and regressions out supported this possibility, as 
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heritage speakers showed sensitivity to the omission of DOM with animate objects: heritage 
speakers produced more regressions (in and out) with unmarked than with marked animate 
objects. As for sentences with inanimate objects, sensitivity to the use or omission of DOM was 
only perceived by regressions in and regressions out: heritage speakers produced more 
regressions (in and out) with marked inanimate objects than with unmarked inanimate objects. 
The L2 learners showed less sensitivity to the use or omission of DOM regardless of the animacy 
of the object. Some type of DOM sensitivity was only perceived by regressions in and 
regressions out and only for animate objects. L2 learners tended to produce more regressions (in 
and out) with unmarked animate objects than with marked animate objects.  
5.8.3.3. O(clit)VS Sentences 
Reaction times in milliseconds and the standard deviation for each of the 7 reading times 
and in each of the 4 regions analyzed for O(clit)VS sentences are presented in Table 5.25 for the 












Table 5.25: Reaction times and standard deviations for O(clit)VS sentences (HS) 
 TT SP FP RI RO 
Region 3  
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 





Table 5.26: Reaction times and standard deviations for O(clit)VS sentences (L2) 
 TT SP FP RI RO 
Region 3  
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** TT=Total Reading Times, SP= Second Pass Reading Times, FP= First Pass Reading Times, 
RI=Regressions In, RO=Regressions Out 
 
 Total Reading Times: Total reading times only revealed a significant ANIMACY*GROUP 
interaction in the Critical Region (β = 66.42, SE = 35.68, t = 1.86, p = 0.05). However, Tukey’s 
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multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant contrasts. Heritage speakers and L2 
learners reacted differently to the animacy of the object. While heritage speakers spent more time 
in Region 3 when reading sentences with animate objects than sentences with inanimate objects, 
L2 learners spent more time in this region when reading sentences with inanimate objects than 
sentences with animate objects. In Region 4, Region 5 and Region 6 there were not any 
significant effects or significant interactions. 
 First Pass Reading Times: First pass reading times did not reveal any significant effects 
or significant effects in any of the 4 regions analyzed.  
 Second Pass Reading Times: In the Critical Region, there was a significant 
ANIMACY*GROUP interaction (β = 97.30, SE = 40.41, t = 2.40, p = 0.02). Tukey’s test did not 
reveal any significant comparisons. Animacy affected heritage speakers and L2 learners 
differently. While heritage speakers produced longer reading times in this region when reading 
sentences with animate objects than sentences with inanimate objects, L2 learners spent more 
time with sentences containing inanimate objects than with sentences containing animate objects 
(see Table 5.27). There were not more significant effects or significant interaction in the Critical 
Region or in the other 3 regions that were analyzed. 
Table 5.27: Results obtained in the ANIMACY*GROUP interaction 
animacy group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
animate HS 598.66 27.17 103.08 544.76 652.55 
inanimate HS 573.19 27.20 103.41 519.2 627.14 
animate L2 584.79 26.66 101.17 531.89 637.68 
inanimate L2 613.98 26.57 100.51 561.25 666.71 
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Number of Regressions In: Number of regressions in revealed a significant GROUP 
effect in Regions 5 (β = 1.60, SE = 6.96, t = 2.30, p = 0.02) as the L2 learners producd 
significantly more regressions than the heritage speakers. However, there were not more 
significant effects or significant interactions in this region or in the other 3 regions.  
Number of Regressions Out: Number of regressions out revealed a significant 
MARKEDNESS*GROUP interaction (β = 2.21, SE = 6.13, t = 3.61, p = 0.0003) in the Critical 
Region. Tukey’s multiple comparison test did not reveal a significant comparison. Heritage 
speakers and L2 learners reacted differently to the use of DOM. While heritage speakers 
produced more regressions out with sentences that did not contain DOM regardless of the 
animacy of the object, L2 learners produced more regressions out with sentences containing 
DOM regardless of the animacy of the object (see Table 5.28).  Results did not reveale any othe 
significant effects in the Critical Region or in the other regions that were analyzed. 
Table 5.28: Results obtained in the MARKEDNESS* GROUP interaction 
markedness group emmean SE DF lower CL upper CL 
[-DOM]      HS 0.02 107.62 0.14 0.24 0.02 
[+DOM]      HS 0.02 107.83 0.09 0.19 0.02 
[-DOM]      L2 0.02 107.35 0.12 0.22 0.02 
[+DOM]      L2 0.029 105.88 0.15 0.26 0.029 
 
Sum of skipped targets: In total, heritage speakers skipped DOM or the determiner ‘el’ 
12% of the time, while L2 learners 14% of the time. Pairwise comparisons did not reveal a 
significant GROUP effect (β = -0.07, SE = 0.02, t =-2.5, p = 0.12) 
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Summary of O(clit)VS Results: Overall, the use or omission of DOM in sentences 
following an O(clit)VS word order appeared to not affect heritage speakers and L2 learners’ 
reading mechanisms. As total reading times and second pass reading times revealed, heritage 
speakers and L2 learners both produced longer reading times in the Critical Region with 
sentences containing DOM than with sentences that omitted DOM. Participants appeared to 
dislike the use of DOM in this context, as they may have been anticipating a determiner. 
Moreover, regardless of the animacy of the object, heritage speakers appeared to be more 
affected by the sentences that contained DOM than by the sentences that omitted DOM. 
However, L2 learners appeared to be more affected by DOM omission than by the use of DOM 
regardless of the animacy of the object. It appears that, at least with O(clit)VS word order, 
heritage speakers may not have a representation for DOM, while L2 learners accepted it with 
both animate and inanimate objects.  
5.8.4. Summary of Results 
The aim of this task was to test participants’ sensitivity to DOM while reading. 
Participants were exposed to sentences that varied by markedness, animacy of the object and 
word order. With SVO sentences, heritage speakers and L2 learners were not expected to show 
DOM sensitivity. However, with non-canonical sentences participants were expected to show 
some sensitivity (Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016) by producing longer reading times with 
unmarked animate objects than with marked animate objects and with marked inanimate objects 
than with unmarked inanimate objects. Heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to rely 
on processing mechanisms (word order) in their stronger language (English) to comprehend 
these sentences instead of object marking. However, with non-canonical sentences (VSO), 
participants were expected to rely more on DOM and thus show more sensitivity to it, as it was 
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more relevant for comprehending these sentences. Finally, participants with a higher proficiency 
were expected to show more DOM sensitivity with both, animate and inanimate objects.  
Contrary to what was hypothesized, heritage speakers and L2 learners showed more 
DOM sensitivity with SVO sentences than with VSO and O(clit)VS sentences. Sensitivity to 
DOM with SVO sentences happened with later measures as both groups of bilinguals produced 
longer reading times and/or more regressions with sentences with unmarked animate objects than 
with marked animate objects and with marked inanimate objects than with unmarked inanimate 
objects. As for VSO sentences, heritage speakers appeared to show more sensitivity to DOM 
than the L2 learners. However, sensitivity to DOM by the heritage speakers was only observable 
with regressions (in and out) and in later regions of the sentences. Thus, sensitivity did not 
appear squarely in the Critical Region but as a post-critical effect. L2 learners, on the other hand, 
did not show sensitivity to DOM with either animate or inanimate objects, contrary to what was 
hypothesized. Finally, with O(clit)VS sentences, participants did not show DOM sensitivity 
regardless of object animacy. Finally, proficiency did not turn out to be as significant as expected 
and it did not have an effect on participants’ sensitivity to DOM. 
While participants were expected to skip DOM more often with SVO than with VSO and 
O(clit)VS sentences, results did not support this hypothesis. In fact, heritage speakers and L2 
learners skipped DOM most with VSO sentences. Pairwise comparisons revealed only one 
significant effect. For the heritage speakers, there was a significant comparison between VSO 
sentences to O(clit)VSO sentences (β = 0.08, SE = 0.02, t = 3.92, p = 0.01), as they skipped the 
critical region significantly more with VSO sentences.  
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5.9. Discussion and Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the production, acceptability and online 
comprehension of Spanish DOM by two groups of bilingual speakers living in the U.S.: heritage 
speakers and L2 learners. While previous studies have reported these two groups of bilingual 
speakers tend to omit DOM with animate objects (Farley & McCollam, 2004; Guijarro-Fuentes 
& Marinis, 2007; Montrul, 2010; Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013; Bowles and Montrul, 2008; 
Bowles and Montrul, 2009; Montrul, 2014; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2014; Cuza et al., 2018; 
Jegerski, 2018; Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019), these studies have usually examined production, 
acceptability or online comprehension of DOM in isolation. Few, if any, have compared all three 
of these aspects with the same group of speakers. Therefore, this study employed tasks designed 
to elicit data related to all of participants’ production, acceptability and online comprehension. 
The same group of heritage speakers and the same group of L2 learners completed all the tasks.     
First, the oral tasks were used to analyze heritage speakers’ and L2 learners’ production 
of DOM. It was predicted that both groups would show significant DOM retraction with animate 
objects, but that heritage speakers would show less DOM retraction overall (Montrul, 2010). In 
addition, proficiency in Spanish was expected play an important role. Lastly, heritage speakers’ 
and L2 learners’ production of DOM was hypothesized to depend on the type of task because the 
narrative task was seen as a more implicit task than the elicitation task. Results showed that: (1) 
as predicted, both groups omitted DOM with animate objects; (2) L2 learners showed more cases 
of DOM retraction than heritage speakers; (3) proficiency played a significant role, as 
participants with a higher proficiency in Spanish marked animate objects more than participants 
with a lower proficiency; (4) proficiency was more significant for L2 learners than for heritage 
speakers; and (5) type of task indeed had an effect but not the effect that was expected. Results 
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partially supported the hypotheses, as only heritage speakers were affected by the type of task. 
Heritage speakers showed more DOM retraction in the elicitation task than in the oral task and 
also produced significantly more DOM extension to inanimate objects in the elicitation task than 
in the narrative task. However, contrary to what was hypothesized, L2 learners did not show less 
DOM retraction in the elicitation task than in the narrative task. In fact, L2 learners behaved very 
similarly the two oral tasks.  
Second, the aim of the AJT was to analyze participants’ knowledge of DOM. Following 
previous studies, both heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to accept DOM omission 
with animate objects and to reject the use of DOM with inanimate objects. Additionally, word 
order was manipulated in the AJT. Participants had to judge the use or omission of DOM in 
sentences containing either animate or inanimate objects and in sentences that followed a 
canonical (SVO) or a non-canonical (VSO and O(clit)VS) word order. It was hypothesized that 
participants would have to pay closer attention to the use or omission of DOM in sentences 
following a non-canonical word order and thus might show less DOM attrition with VSO and 
O(clit)VS sentences. Finally, proficiency was expected to play a role. Results showed that: (1) as 
predicted, heritage speakers and L2 learners had difficulty rejecting sentences with DOM 
omission and animate objects; (2) surprisingly, heritage speakers and L2 learners also had a hard 
time rejecting sentences with DOM extension to inanimate objects, especially L2 learners. In 
fact, the acceptability ratings given by L2 learners to VSO and O(clit)VS sentences with DOM 
did not significantly differ from those given to sentences with DOM omission; (3) results did not 
support the hypothesis on the effects of word order. Participants did not integrate DOM more in 
sentences following a non-canonical word order. Overall, SVO sentences were rated higher than 
VSO and O(clit)VS sentences. The rejection of VSO and O(clit)VS sentences may be due to the 
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fact that they follow a non-canonical word order. Thus, heritage speakers and L2 learners may 
not be as familiar with these sentences and could perceive them as less acceptable regardless of 
the use of DOM or the animacy of the objects. Finally, (4) proficiency did not turn out to be 
significant. Therefore, heritage speakers and L2 learners’ performance did not depend on their 
proficiency in Spanish.  
Considered together, the results obtained in the oral tasks and the results obtained in the 
AJT support the relevance of language experience and practice in language acquisition. Because 
heritage speakers have acquired DOM orally and implicitly, they relied on implicit knowledge 
and integrated DOM more in the oral tasks than in the AJT. L2 learners, on the other hand, have 
acquired DOM in the classroom and most likely via metalinguistic explanations. Thus, they 
applied that explicit knowledge in the AJT but not in the oral tasks (as suggested by the MSIH 
(Prévost & White, 1999, 2000)). Nevertheless, as suggested by the results obtained in the reading 
task with eye-tracking, L2 learners can still integrate DOM into their online comprehension.  
The reading task with eye-tracking aimed to analyze participants’ processing mechanisms 
to test whether DOM omission is part of their competence. It was hypothesized that heritage 
speakers would show little sensitivity to unmarked animate objects, at least with sentences 
following a canonical word order (Jegerski, 2015; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; Jegerski, 2018; 
Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019). Moreover, heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to show 
sensitivity to the use of DOM with inanimate objects regardless of the word order (Jegerski, 
2018). Lastly, proficiency was also thought to play an important role, and participants with a 
higher proficiency were expected to show more DOM sensitivity. Results showed that, contrary 
to what was predicted, both heritage speakers and L2 learners showed more DOM sensitivity 
with canonical word order sentences than with non-canonical word order sentences. With SVO 
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sentences, heritage speakers and L2 learners showed sensitivity to unmarked animate objects and 
marked inanimate objects in late reading measures and immediately after the critical region. 
With VSO sentences, only heritage speakers showed a degree of sensitivity to the omission of 
DOM with animate objects and to the use of DOM with inanimate objects. Sensitivity was only 
perceived with regressions in and out. Finally, with O(clit)VS sentences, participants did not 
show DOM sensitivity. The use or omission of DOM did not appear to affect either heritage 
speakers’ or L2 learners’ reading mechanisms. In fact, regardless of the animacy of the object, 
both heritage speakers and L2 learners produced longer reading times in the Critical Region 
when they encountered DOM as if they were predicting the use of an article and the use of DOM 
affected their reading mechanisms. Finally, proficiency did not play an important role in the 
reading mechanisms produced by the participants.  
All in all, results showed that DOM variation exists among heritage speakers and L2 
learners. Both heritage speakers and L2 learners can integrate DOM into their production, 
judgments and processing, but they do so inconsistently. Type of task and type of sentence each 
have an effect on speakers’ use of DOM. These effects were not always the same for both 
heritage speakers and L2 learners, which corroborates the importance that language experience 
and language practice have on speakers’ actual use of DOM (Chapter 6 discusses this idea in 






 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
6.1. Introduction 
The goal of this dissertation was to understand the sources of variability in the use of 
DOM by both monolingual and bilingual speakers of Spanish. Prescriptively, DOM is used with 
animate and specific objects, as in (6.1a). Sentences like (6.1b), in which DOM is used with 
inanimate and specific objects, and sentences like (6.1c), in which DOM is omitted with animate 
and specific objects are considered ‘incorrect’. However, variation in the use of DOM has been 
observed by both monolingual (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005; Tippets, 2010; Lizarraga et al., 
2010; Alfaraz, 2011; Montrul, 2013; Bautista-Maldonado & Montrul, 2019) and bilingual 
(Montrul, 2004; Montrul & Bowles, 2009; Sánchez, 2003; Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2013; 
Nediger, 2016) speakers. In certain monolingual communities, speakers produce marked 
inanimate objects, like in (6.1b), and in certain bilingual communities, speakers produce 
unmarked animate objects, like in (6.1c).  
 (6.1) 
a) María vio a Juan  
Maria saw DOM juan 
‘Maria saw DOM Juan’ 
b) María vio a la casa  
Maria saw DOM the house 
‘Maria saw DOM the house’ 
c) María vio Juan  
Maria saw Juan 
‘Maria saw Juan’ 
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More specifically, this dissertation investigated DOM variation through different 
experimental methods to understand the relationship between production, acceptability and 
processing of DOM in a group of native speakers from Mexico (results and implications are 
discussed in Section 6.2.) and a group of bilingual speakers from the US (results and 
implications are discussed in Section 6.3.). Bilingual speakers were divided in two groups: 
heritage speakers and L2 learners. The use of a multidisciplinary approach to study DOM 
variation is innovative because: (1) most of the previous research on the use of DOM by 
monolingual speakers, conducted from a sociolinguistic perspective, has focused on language 
production alone; and (2) most of the previous research on the use of DOM by bilingual speakers 
has analyzed bilinguals’ production, acceptability and online comprehension in isolation, which 
is insufficient to understand why, when and how bilinguals omit DOM. Therefore, this 
dissertation also aimed to prove that applying a multidisciplinary approach to language variation 
would best capture speakers’ knowledge and use of the language. Table 6.1 summarizes the tasks 
that participants completed as well as the language skill tested by each task.  
Table 6.1: Names and objectives of the tasks.  
Task Objective: Language skill: 
Oral Narrative  Use of DOM in free speech Oral Production 
Oral Elicitation  Elicited use of DOM  Oral Production 
AJT  Intuitions on constraints on DOM  Acceptability 
Reading with Eye-tracking Processing of DOM  Online 
comprehension 
 
6.2. STUDY 1: Summary and Discussion of the Results 
The focus of this study was the variation in the use of DOM that has been reported in 
Mexican Spanish . Previous studies have suggested that DOM is extending to inanimate objects 
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in Mexican Spanish (von Heusinguer & Kaiser, 2005; Bautista Maldonado & Montrul, 2016). 
For example, Tippets (2011) conducted a study on the use of DOM across three Spanish dialects 
(Argentinian Spanish, Peninsular Spanish and Mexican Spanish) and found that, while the use of 
DOM with inanimate objects was low overall, Mexican Spanish was the most innovative dialect: 
8% (26/339) in Argentina; 5% (18/345) in Spain and 15% (13/283) in Mexico. In another study, 
Bautista Maldonado and Montrul (2019) examined Mexican Spanish speakers’ production and 
acceptablity of DOM in an elicited production task and an AJT and found that the extension of 
DOM was stronger in the judgment task than in the oral task.  
In order to build upon this study, Study 1 analyzed DOM variation from an experimental 
perspective too; however, in addition to speakers’ production and acceptability, their processing 
mechanisms were analyzed as well. Experimental studies can be very useful when studying 
language variation because not only can linguistic phenomena otherwise only rarely found in 
corpora be tested, but also speakers’ unconscious knowledge can be analyzed. Speakers are not 
always aware that they contribute to language variation. In other words, they may know that 
sociolinguistic differences exist, but they may not be aware of such differences. Similarly, 
speakers may implicitly perceive linguistic differences without noticing them. Therefore, the use 
of AJTs may not be enough when studying language variation (Bard et al., 1996; Bresnan et al., 
2007; Gilquin & Gries, 2009; Hoffmann, 2013). That is why research on language variation 
should start using psycholinguistic methods that tap into speakers’ unconscious knowledge, tasks 
that would be in line with Labov’s (1975) call for the use of convergent evidence in language 
variation.  
This study tested two effects that could possibly influence DOM variation: task effects 
and word order. Previous studies have suggested that, in contexts where DOM is extending to 
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inanimate objects, marked inanimate objects happen most often in O(clit)VS sentences (Leonetti, 
2010; Montrul, 2013). Table 6.2 summarizes the results obtained in this study and displays 
whether or not monolingual speakers of Mexican Spanish showed DOM extension to inanimate 
objects. 
Table 6.2. Summary of the results 
Task Extension of DOM to inanimate objects? 
Oral Narrative  No 
Oral Elicitation  No 
AJT  It depended on the word order of the sentence) 
Reading with Eye-tracking It depended on the word order of the sentence) 
 
Overall, the extension of DOM to inanimate objects depended on both the type of task and the 
word order of the sentence. While participants did not produce many instances of marked 
inanimate objects, they showed some acceptance and sensitivity to the extension of DOM in the 
AJT and especially in the reading task with eye-tracking. The following discussion explores the 
most important implications from the fact that extension was not evident to the same extent in all 
tasks and with all word orders.  
First, results showed a production-comprehension asymmetry. While marked inanimate 
objects were part of Mexican native speakers’ processing mechanisms, and to a lesser extent, 
part of their judgments too, participants did not produce many cases of DOM with inanimate 
objects. Previous experimental studies on language variation have found similar results 
(Lundquist et al., 2016; Herold, 1990). For example, Lundquist et al. (2016) conducted a study 
on the variation of Norwegian gender where feminine gender agreement is gradually 
disappearing from some Northern Norwegian dialects. In their study, the researchers used an oral 
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elicitation task to test participants’ gender production and a visual world paradigm study to test 
participants’ predictive use of grammatical gender. Similar to the results obtained in the present 
study, Lundquist et al. observed a production-comprehension asymmetry. While speakers 
retained the use of feminine gender in spoken production, the feminine form was no longer part 
of their processing mechanisms. Thus, the remaining question is, how can language variation be 
more prominent in speakers’ processing than in their production? 
As explained by Lundquist et al. one plausible hypothesis is that, in language processing, 
comprehension is affected before production in the context of language variation. According to 
this theory, in situations where language variation is found, such as the extension of DOM in 
Mexican Spanish or the disappearance of the feminine gender form from some Norwegian 
dialects, speakers ‘adjust’ their comprehension by paying less attention to linguistic features that 
are used inconsistently in their environment, before they change their production. Therefore, 
with respect to language variation, processing is affected early, whereas production, at least oral 
production, is affected more gradually and slowly. Interestingly, this production-comprehension 
asymmetry has also been found in studies analyzing phonological variation. In near-merge 
situations, where a phonemic distinction is about to disappear, speakers continue to produce the 
distinction even though they are no longer able to hear it (Herold, 1990; Laboz, 2001). 
Moreover, this production-comprehension asymmetry is very common in second language 
acquisition (more discussion on this in Section 6.3.)   
While the use of DOM with inanimate objects appeared to be part of Mexican native 
speakers’ judgments, did not categorically reject marked inanimate objects and actually rated 
them quite acceptable, results obtained in the reading task with eye-tracking are vital to confirm 
that in Mexican Spanish DOM is indeed extendingto inanimate objects.  Mexican speakers 
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showed online comprehension sensitivity by producing longer reading times with sentences that 
contained unmarked animate DOM than with sentences that contained marked animate objects. 
However, participants did not show sensitivity to senstences with marked inanimate objects as 
their reading times were similar to the ones produced with senstend that contained unmarked 
inanimate objects. The fact that the use of DOM with inanimate objects did not cause processing 
difficulties for the monolingual speakers, suggests that the innonative use of DOM is part of ther 
online comprehension. These results support the general belief that speakers often have a deeper 
understanding of linguistic constructions than the knowledge captured by their acceptability 
judgments (Ford & Bresnan, 2013) and that speakers are not always aware of language variation. 
Moreover, this study  reiterates the importance of using different experimental methods to best 
capture speakers’ knowledge and use of the language. 
The fact that Mexican native speakers did not show processing difficulties with the use of 
DOM with inanimate objects suggests that they must have some previous experience with 
marked inanimate objects. Patterns previously experienced, even when they are different from 
one’s own production, are easier to process than patterns not previously experienced (Kashak, 
2006). This impression is in accord with usage-based theories of language acquisition 
(Tomasello, 2003), which suggest that language structure emerges from language use and 
experience (Bybee, 1985; Tomasello, 2008). Since usage-based theories believe that mental 
representations are based on linguistic experience, we can assume that the Mexican native 
speakers who participated in this study were exposed at some point to DOM with inanimate 
objects. The fact that Mexican native speakers processed marked and unmarked inanimate 
objects similarly confirms the findings of previous studies that suggested that DOM variation 
exists in Mexican Spanish. However, participants did show processing difficultis with the 
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omission of DOM with animate objects, likely because they have not had previous experience 
with DOM retraction. The implication is that the grammatical forms that one has been or is 
exposed to are stored in memory, and they are not discarded or completely forgotten (Kaschak & 
Glenberg, 2004). 
Because language innovations, including language variation, are very much related to 
structural priming, one could argue that participants in this study showed acceptance of marked 
inanimate objects due to a priming effect, as DOM with inanimate objects was repeated across 
consecutive sentences, rather than a consequence of language variation. Structural priming is a 
grammatical repetition effect. As Bernolet et al., (2007) explained, when speakers have two 
syntactic alternatives with roughly the same meaning (i.e. the use or omission of DOM with 
inanimate objects), speakers are inclined to accept the structure they have just heard or read as a 
prime (Bock, 1986; Bock & Griffin, 2000). However, Mexican native speakers did not show 
acceptance of unmarked animate objects despite being constantly exposed to them. Thus, these 
results support the accounts of syntactic priming that incorporate the role of language experience 
and suggest that, when priming occurs, it occurs faster with constructions that are more familiar 
to the speaker (Best et al., 2001; Fine, 2013). 
Taking into consideration the results from the two oral tasks in which production of 
marked inanimate objects was minimal, it could be difficult to believe that Mexican native 
speakers were indeed exposed to DOM variation. Neverthless, it is important to note that the 
studies that have previously suggested that DOM is extending to inanimate objects in Mexico, 
collected their data in Mexico city. Therefore, it could be that this innovative use of DOM is 
emerging faster in bigger cities. In fact, previous studies have constantly suggested that language 
innovations happen faster in bigger cities where heterogeneity is more probable (Jan, 2013; 
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Hocini, 2011). However, the low production of DOM extensions in this study may be also due to 
task effects. For example, the two oral tasks may have prompted unnatural speech. Participants 
were tested in a lab setting where spontaneous speech production is difficult to achieve and 
where participants may have felt anxious and uncomfortable. It is also possible that more hours 
of speech production are needed to identify uses of DOM with inanimate objects among Mexican 
Spanish speakers. In fact, previous research that has suggested that Mexican speakers are 
extending DOM to inanimate objects was conducted from a sociolinguistic perspective by using 
oral or written data from interviews or newspapers (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 2005). This data is 
more natural and may better represent the real day-to-day use of DOM. Likewise, the use of 
DOM with inanimate objects may be more common in a different population. All participants in 
this study were young, college-educated individuals. DOM extension may be more common in 
other populations, for example older or less-educated populations. Therefore, this dissertation 
does not claim that marked inanimate objects are not part of Mexican native speakers’ oral 
production generally. However, it does stress the importance of conducting research on language 
change/variation with different methods.  
Research on language variation tends to focus on one particular method, usually the 
method most closely related to the field of linguistics or linguistic framework in which the 
researcher works. However, this dissertation demonstrates the benefits of combining evidence 
from different methods (‘converging evidence’ (Rosenbach, 2013)). Language variation is 
usually analyzed via sociolinguistic methodologies (i.e. sociolinguistic interviews), but oral data 
alone may not be enough to track language variation. Some language innovations, like variation, 
may not be present in spontaneous oral production and instead may emerge when participants are 
examined with other tasks. As explained by Labov (1972: 61), the principal problem encountered 
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by sociolinguists is known as ‘Observer’s paradox’. As soon as speakers realize they are being 
‘analyzed’, they may change their linguistic behavior, which is problematic when ‘our goal is to 
observe the way people use language when they are not being observed”. Thus, the use of 
experimental methods, and more precisely, the use of psycholinguistics methods, may be what 
sociolinguistics needs to overcome this paradox. As a matter of fact, there are so many positive 
aspects of bringing together the fields of sociolinguistics and psycholinguists that a new field of 
linguistics called ‘cognitive linguistics’ is emerging whereby the processes of how 
sociolinguistic information is encoded in speakers’ minds are being examined (Kristiansen & 
Dirven, 2008; Jeager et al., 2016; Preston, 2004; Squires, 2014, 2016).   
Finally, it appears that word order played an important role in the native speakers’ 
acceptance and sensitivity to the use or omission of DOM. It is important to describe the effects 
of word order to better understand the development of DOM variation in this Spanish dialect. 
Word order effects were not analyzed in the oral tasks because participants produced canonical 
word order sentences most of the time. In the AJT and reading task with eye-tracking, however, 
Mexican native speakers showed more acceptance of marked inanimate objects in SVO and 
O(clit)VS sentences. The fact that participants accepted the use of DOM extension with 
O(clit)VS sentences is consistent with previous literature on the diachronic development of 
DOM. Previous studies on the extension of DOM have suggested that marked inanimate objects 
are more common when they are topicalized (Dumitrescu, 1997; Company, 2001; von Heusinger 
& Kaiser, 2005; Montrul, 2013). However, because results obtained with animate objects in 
O(clit)VS sentences were not expected, the results obtained with O(clit)VS sentences do not 
seem particularly reliable. It appears that these participants rejected O(clit)VS sentences 
regardless of the use of DOM (i.e. due to the word order rather than any preference for the use or 
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omission of DOM). O(clit)VS sentences, known as clitic left dislocation (CLLD) sentences are 
constructions that are colloquially common (Lopez, 2009). However, because these sentences 
have a complex structure (Slabakova et al., 2012), they may be difficult to comprehend/process 
without context before the target sentence (Lopez, 2012). When comparing SVO to VSO 
sentences, participants showed acceptance of marked inanimate objects with the former but not 
the latter. These results confirm the important role that previous language experience has on 
language variation. In Spanish, SVO sentences are the most basic and common sentences, and 
thus speakers may have been exposed to DOM extension in SVO sentences more often than in 
VSO sentences. Therefore, this might explain why they accepted marked inanimate objects with 
sentences following a canonical word order, but not with sentences following a non-canonical 
word order. It would be interesting to continue analyzing DOM extension to see whether it 
develops to other contexts over time.   
One important limitation of this study is that only young educated speakers were tested. 
In order to better understand DOM variation in Mexican Spanish, it is important to test more 
diverse participants: different ages, different socioeconomic status, with and without education 
etc. Moreover, all the participants were born and raised in a small town in Campeche, Mexico. 
Thus, in order to be able to speakers about Mexican Spanish, speakers from different regions 
need to also be analyzed.  Finally, while this study examines the extension of DOM to inanimate 
objects in Mexican Spanish, DOM extension may be happening in other Spanish dialects as well. 
Future studies should analyze DOM extension in other Spanish dialects to determine whether 
this new use of DOM is only happening in some Spanish dialects or whether it is a broader 
change occurring in many or even all Spanish varieties. 
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6.3. STUDY 2: Summary and Discussion of the Results 
The aim of this study was to test English-Spanish bilingual speakers’ production, 
acceptability and online comprehension of DOM. Bilingual speakers were divided into two 
groups: heritage speakers and L2 learners. While heritage speakers acquire Spanish during 
childhood, usually in a natural setting and through oral input, L2 learners are exposed to Spanish 
in adulthood, typically in a classroom and through written and oral input. Nevertheless, when 
analyzing their use of DOM, both groups tend to omit it with animate objects. By comparing 
heritage speakers to L2 learners, the focus of this study was not to determine whether these two 
groups of bilinguals can achieve a native-like performance with DOM; instead, the focus was to 
investigate the nature of variability in their production, acceptability and online comprehension 
of DOM (Bley-Vroman, 1983; Cook, 1992). This is important because not only are monolinguals 
and bilinguals different (e.g. number of languages, input from each language etc.), but also 
substantial variation exists even among native monolingual speakers, as Study 1 has already 
shown.  
Previous studies have suggested that heritage speakers and L2 learners show DOM 
omission in their production, offline and online comprehension (Montrul & Bowles, 2009; 
Guijarro Fuentes & Marinis, 2011; Guijarro Fuentes et al., 2017; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; 
Jegerski, 2015; Jegerski, 2018). However, proficiency (Guijarro-Fuentes & Marinis, 2007), type 
of task (Montrul, 2014) and type of sentence (Jegerski, 2015; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016; 
Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019) all appear to play a role in heritage speakers and L2 learners’ 
performance who, at times, show sensitivity to the use of DOM. While in the past, heritage 
speakers’ production, acceptability and online comprehension have been studied independently, 
this study examined all three of these linguistic aspects by both types of bilinguals. Study 2 was 
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comprised of the same tasks that were used in Study 1. Table 6.3 summarizes the results obtained 
by heritage speaker and by L2 learners in all of the tasks. 
Table 6.3. Summary of the results by the bilingual speakers 
Task Omission of DOM with animate objects? 
 HS  L2 
Oral Narrative Task Yes < Yes 
Oral Elicitation Task Yes < Yes 
AJT depending on word order = dependingon word order 
Reading with eye-tracking dependingon word order 
and reading measurement 
< dependingon word order 
and reading measurement 
 
As Table 6.3 shows, type of task and word order had an effect on the omission of DOM 
by heritage speakers and L2 learners. In the two oral tasks, both heritage speakers and L2 
learners omitted DOM. However, L2 learners produced significantly more unmarked animate 
objects than heritage speakers. These results support the findings of previous studies on DOM 
production, in particular data from the heritages speakers who tend to produce a mean rate of 
20% unmarked animate objects (Montrul & Walker-Sanchez, 2013; Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019). 
Moreover, in the production of marked animate objects, proficiency had a stronger effect on the 
L2 learners than on the heritage speakers. Therefore, it appears that DOM variation among 
heritage speakers does not depend on their Spanish proficiency. Instead, DOM variation may 
depend on individual variability (some heritage speakers may use DOM more often than others) 
or on item variability (some objects may be marked more often than others). However, results in 
this study did not show that some heritage speakers omitted DOM more than others or that some 
objects were marked more than others. As for the L2 learners, there was a positive correlation 
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between proficiency and production of marked animate objects. Thus, it seems that DOM 
variability by the L2 learners diminishes with proficiency and that L2 learners with a high 
proficiency in Spanish start implementing DOM as learned in the classroom (following the 
prescriptive rules).  
In the AJT, both groups of speakers behaved similarly regarding the use of DOM with 
animate objects: while they did not completely reject the omission of DOM with animate objects, 
they consistently rated marked animate objects as more acceptable than unmarked animate 
objects. Moreover, in the AJT, proficiency did not have an effect on either of the groups. While 
it was hypothesized that L2 learners were going to always reject the use of DOM with inanimate 
objects, results suggested that heritage speakers and L2 learners were somehow confused with 
marked inanimate objects. Participants may be overgeneralizing the DOM rule to inanimate 
objects as previously seen in past studies (e.g. Bowles & Montrul, 2008).   
 Taking into consideration the results obtained in the oral tasks and the AJT, this study 
supports previous researchers who have suggested that existing theories on language variability 
in language acquisition, such as the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (MSIH; Prévost & 
White, 1999, 2000), may adequately explain the variability observed in L2 learners but cannot be 
extended to describe the performance of heritage speakers (Montrul, 2010, 2011). The MSIH 
proposes that linguistic performance underestimates linguistic competence (Prévost & White, 
2000). Learners can acquire the type of knowledge acquired in L1 acquisition, but due to a 
mapping or processing problem, they usually are not able to produce that knowledge. Therefore, 
it is possible that L2 learners in this study were not producing marked animate objects due to a 
production-specific problem brought on by communicative pressure. However, the MSIH does 
not explain why heritage speakers showed more acceptance of DOM omission in the AJT than in 
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the oral tasks. That is why, in order to understand these different comprehension-production 
asymmetries found with the heritage speakers and L2 learners, researchers need to consider 
language learning experiences and practices (Montrul, 2011).  
The heritage speakers acquired Spanish in a natural setting, listening to and using the 
language with family and friends. The fact that they marked most of the animate objects in the 
oral tasks suggests that DOM is still being used in the Spanish of the US. Thus, heritage speakers 
have been and continue to be exposed to DOM mostly via oral input, which may explain why 
they produced DOM in most cases during the oral production task. However, the question 
remains why did they mark most but not all of the animate objects? I believe there are three 
possible explanations. Heritage speakers may mark most but not all animate objects because: (1) 
DOM is undergoing language variation in the Spanish of the U.S., accelerated by contact with 
English, as suggested by Silva-Corvalán (1994), and thus speakers sometimes but not always 
produce marked animate objects; (2) due to reduced input in Spanish, bilingual speakers never 
acquire all the properties related to DOM (incomplete acquisition) (Montrul, 2014), as Montrul 
and Sanchez-Walker (2013) showed when comparing school-aged Spanish heritage speakers to 
age-matched monolingually-raised native speakers of Mexican Spanish and found that the 
heritage speakers omitted DOM significantly more than the monolingual speakers; or (3) a mix 
between language variation and incomplete acquisition.  
In contrast, L2 learners usually acquire the target language in a structured setting, where 
they typically receive written input early on and where oral production is usually limited. In this 
study, the L2 learners may have been exposed to the prescriptive grammar of DOM through 
written input. This could explain why they knew and applied those rules in the AJT but not in the 
oral tasks (production/retrieval issue). While the L2 learners with a high Spanish proficiency 
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produced more marked animate objects than L2 learners with a low Spanish proficiency, this 
study only analyzed DOM with regard to the animacy of the object. As previously suggested 
(Guijarro Fuentes & Marinis, 2007), DOM is in fact acquirable only in the least complex 
condition (features related to the animacy of the object). However, when testing other features of 
DOM (e.g. specificity or verbal semantics), there is a lot of DOM variation even among learners 
with a high Spanish proficiency.  
All in all, heritage speakers and L2 learners appear to use DOM as they have experienced 
it. However, the fact that L2 learners appeared to rely on their metalinguistic knowledge does not 
mean that they are not able to rely on their implicit mechanisms. Previous studies on online 
processing have suggested that, in some contexts, L2 learners can integrate DOM during online 
comprehension (Jegerski, 2015). In fact, results in this dissertation also suggest that L2 learners 
are sensitive to the omission of DOM with animate objects. Therefore, contrary to what many 
theories in support of maturational constraints on language processing have suggested (e.g. 
Shallow Structure Hypothesis (Clahsen & Felser, 2006)), L2 learners can, at least in some 
contexts, integrate processing mechanisms that are not used in their first language. Furthermore, 
results obtained in the reading task with eye-tracking showed that heritage speakers were also 
sensitive to the use of DOM in some contexts.  As suggested by Jegerski & Sakerina (2019), it 
appears that heritage speakers can integrate DOM during online comprehension but do so 
inconsistently.  
As for the effects of word order, results demonstrated that word order was an important 
factor in participants’ performance (Jegerski & Sekerina, 2019; Arechabaleta-Regulez, 2016) but 
not exactly as expected. Heritage speakers and L2 learners were exposed to canonical and non-
canonical word order sentences, and it was hypothesized that both groups of bilinguals would 
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pay more attention to case marking in non-canonical sentences than in canonical sentences. For 
sentences with a canonical word order, heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to 
transfer processing strategies from their dominant language, English, to their less dominant 
language, Spanish (Unified Competition Model (UCM); MacWhinney, 2005). Thus, they were 
expected to rely on word order and ignore case markers (backward transfer (Liu et al., 1992)). 
However, for non-canonical word order sentences, where word order becomes less reliable for 
interpreting the sentence, heritage speakers and L2 learners were expected to show different 
processing strategies, namely relying on case markers. Results did not support these hypotheses. 
In the AJT, heritage speakers and L2 learners rated unmarked animate objects as less acceptable 
than marked animate objects with sentences following both canonical and non-canonical word 
orders. Thus, they showed a preference for sentences with DOM and animate objects regardless 
of word order. However, in the reading task with eye-tracking, heritage speakers and L2 learners 
showed the most sensitivity to unmarked animate objects in sentences following a canonical 
word order (SVO). With O(clit)VS sentences, neither of the bilingual groups showed sensitivity, 
and with VSO sentences, only heritage speakers showed a degree of sensitivity.  
These results are likely related to speakers’ language experience as well. There is 
compelling evidence that past language exposure plays a key role in determining processing 
mechanisms (Dussias & Sagarra, 2007). As Spanish is predominantly an SVO language 
(Montrul, 2010), heritage speakers and L2 learners have primarily been exposed to sentences 
following a canonical word order. Therefore, they are sensitive to the use or omission of DOM 
with the most commonly used type of sentence. As for VSO sentences, heritage speakers may 
have heard significantly more instances of these sentences than L2 learners, as teachers tend to 
used sentences with a canonical word order in the classroom in order to facilitate communication 
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(Dracos, 2016). Finally, results for O(clit)VS sentences suggest that heritage speakers and L2 
learners did not accept these sentences (Montrul, 2010; Cuza & Frank, 2014; Warner & Bowles, 
2017). Heritage speakers in particular rated these sentences as unacceptable regardless of the 
animacy of the object or use of DOM. Even though CLLD sentences are part of colloquial 
speech and taught in the classroom, heritage speakers and L2 learners may not be familiar with 
them. As previously mentioned, CLLD sentences are complex overall and do not exist in 
English. Lopez (2009) also suggests that CLLD sentences are more accepted when introduced 
with previous context and that these sentences alone may not sound acceptable. In this study, 
these sentences were not accompanied by a context, and thus participants may not have 
comprehended them. All in all, results obtained in the reading task suggest that heritage speakers 
and L2 learners sometimes but not always integrate DOM into their online comprehension. As 
suggested by Jegerski & Sekerina (2019), bilingual speakers’ variability of DOM processing 
may be because their grammars do not consistently require object marking or because the 
marking requirement is not always integrated due to cross-linguistic influence. Nevertheless, the 
fact that heritage speakers and L2 learners were compared to each other in this study, instead of 
using a control group of monolingually-raised native speakers, could also explain why they 
showed more sensitivity than previously reported with SVO sentences (Arechabaleta-Regulez, 
2016).  
These results also bring important implications to language classrooms. First, this study 
contributes to the debate surrounding the role of language variation in language teaching. While 
the heritage speakers and L2 learners in this study appeared to be aware of DOM in Spanish, 
results also showed that they sometimes demonstrated DOM retraction. As heritage speakers and 
L2 learners may display DOM retraction by mimicking others in their communities, it is 
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important that teachers bring sociolinguistic principles of language variety to the classroom to 
decrease linguistic prejudices against non-standard uses of language. For example, instructors 
may consider explaining that the Spanish presented in the textbook is not the only “correct” 
version of Spanish and that, while DOM is used with animate objects and omitted with inanimate 
objects in standard Spanish, there are variations to this rule in certain dialects. Moreover, results 
also suggest that when teaching DOM in the classroom, teachers should emphasize the 
relationship between DOM and word order, as previous suggested by LoCoco (1987) and 
VanPatten (Processing Instrction, 2004). Heritage speakers and L2 learners do not seem to be 
very familiar with sentences following a non-canonical word order, as shown by the lower 
acceptance ratings given to VSO and O(clit)VS sentences regardless of the use of DOM and 
animacy of the object. As shown in Fedzechkina et al. (2015), when students were exposed to 
sentences with different word order, they used case marking more.  
Finally, results also show that heritage speakers and L2 learners integrate DOM 
differently, and thus mixed language classrooms may not be the best option for them: while the 
heritage speakers showed more DOM omission in the AJT than in the oral or reading tasks, the 
L2 learners showed more DOM omission in the oral tasks, followed by the reading task and the 
AJT. If heritage speakers and L2 learners expect to acquire a standard dialect from their Spanish 
language classes, then classes for heritage speakers should focuses more on improving their 
writing skills, while classes for L2 learners should focus more on improving their oral skills. 
Heritage speakers showed more online comprehension sensitivity to the omission of DOM, 
which suggests that they integrate DOM into their processing mechanisms more often than L2 
learners. This could be due to maturational effects; however, as L2 learners displayed some 
sensitivity to DOM omission, the reason why the L2 learners’ grammars do not constantly 
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require DOM could actually be more related to language experience (type of input and input 
modality), as previously suggested.  
An important limitation of this study arises out of its methodology. Heritage speakers 
completed two tasks which may not accurately reflect their true knowledge of DOM: first, the 
AJT, a very explicit task, and second, the eye-tracking task, which focuses on reading 
mechanisms. As discussed previously, heritage speakers are thought to rely more on implicit 
rather than explicit knowledge due to the manner in which they acquire their heritage language. 
Likewise, heritage speakers’ reading mechanisms may not be fully developed, as they primarily 
acquire the language through oral input6. Therefore, future studies should consider using 
different tasks. For example, future studies could use a visual word paradigm with eye-tracking 
so that participants’ sensitivity is measured by oral input rather than by written input similar to 
the one used in Jegerski and Sekerina (2019).  
In addition, although this study aimed to analyze whether the omission of DOM is a 
universal tendency and possibly a feature of Spanish of the US, it is difficult to describe the 
broader use of DOM in Spanish in the U.S. by only focusing on a group of young bilinguals who 
were taking Spanish classes at the time of the study. Participants in this study demonstrated that 
they use DOM and that DOM is part of their grammar. However, in order to better understand 
whether the omission of DOM is a feature of Spanish in the US more generally, future studies 
should analyze other populations, such as speakers who are not taking Spanish classes and who 
have not been exposed to explicit instruction on the ‘correct’ and ‘incorrect’ uses of DOM. 
All in all, this dissertation shows that DOM variation exists in both monolingual 
(Mexico) and bilingual (U.S.) communities. However, results indicated that these variations are 
                                               
6 However, in this study, heritage speakers did sometimes read faster than L2 learners. 
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characterized by opposite tendencies: while in Mexican Spanish, DOM expanded along the 
Animacy Scale since inanimate objects can sometimes receive DOM, in the Spanish of the U.S., 
DOM retracted along the Animacy Scale since DOM is sometimes omitted with animate objects. 
In both cases, it appears that animacy alone is not enough to explain the use or omission of 
DOM, and future studies should focus on the role of definiteness and specificity both of which 
have been shown to be relevant for the diachronic evolution of DOM (von Heusinger & Kaiser, 
2005). As previously suggested, in some variants of Spanish, definiteness and specificity, but not 
animacy, influence DOM. Company (2002) suggested that Mexican Spanish appears to be 
heading towards a full grammaticalization of DOM into a proper accusative case marker, 
generalizgin its meaning and syntactic distribution. The retraction found in the the use of DOM 
in the Spanish of the U.S. is likely to be a result of language contact with English, which does 
not show any DOM marking. Thus, omission of DOM may be on the way to becoming a 
dialectal feature of the Spanish of the U.S.  
6.4. Conclusion 
Overall, this dissertation found that Spanish DOM is undergoing variation in Mexican 
Spanish. Monolingual results suggest that DOM is indeed extending to inanimate objects. 
However, the use of DOM with inanimate objects depended on the task. While participants did 
not show many instances of DOM with inanimate objects in their oral production, they did not 
reject the use of DOM with inanimate objects in their acceptability judgments, and they did not 
show sensitivity to it in their processing mechanisms. These results suggest that DOM extension 
is already part of speakers’ competence. Additionally, this study demonstrates the importance of 
using experimental tasks to study language variation. Language innovations are not always 
observable in spontaneous oral production (via sociolinguistic methodologies). Instead, they 
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sometimes manifest only when examining participants’ competence (via psycholinguistic 
methodologies). Moreover, results varied depending on the word order of the sentences. While it 
was hypothesized that participants would show more DOM extension in O(clit)VS sentences 
than in SVO and VSO sentences, results showed that this new use of DOM is more extended and 
accepted in SVO sentences. Thus, language variation appears to happen first in the most 
commonly used sentences following a canonical word order.  
This dissertation also found that heritage speakers and L2 learners showed less DOM 
retraction than expected. Both heritage speakers and L2 learners rejected the omission of DOM 
with animate objects in SVO, VSO and O(clit)VSO sentences and showed more sensitivity to 
DOM omission in the reading task with eye-tracking than predicted. Furthermore, contrary to 
what was hypothesized, results obtained in the eye-tracking task suggest that both bilingual 
groups showed the most sensitivity to the omission of DOM in sentences following a canonical 
SVO word order. It was hypothesized that they would pay more attention to the use or omission 
of DOM in sentences following a non-canonical word order, as DOM becomes more relevant for 
understanding those sentences. However, in the oral tasks, heritage speakers, and especially L2 
learners, showed significant DOM retraction with animate objects.  
Results obtained with both monolingual and bilingual speakers highlight the importance 
of taking into account different types of data, i.e. production, acceptability, online 
comprehension, etc. and different types of contexts, i.e. canonical and non-canonical word order 
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APPENDIX A:  ORAL TASKS 










Animate Objects  Inanimate Objects 
Invitar Lavar 
Secuestrar Visitar 









































SVO El niño acusó al señor de las gafas azules. [+DOM] 
SVO El joven adelantó el doctor y acabó segundo [-DOM] 
SVO El hermano liberó al padre y escaparon juntos. [+DOM] 
SVO La abuela durmió el padre con su canción favorita. [-DOM] 
SVO La novia sorprendió al novio durante la cena de navidad. [+DOM] 
SVO El joven obligó el amigo a quitarse los zapatos. [-DOM] 
SVO Isabel atendió al hombre antes de llamar a la policía.   [+DOM] 
SVO Diego acogió el estudiante de intercambio  [-DOM] 
SVO Roberto felicitó al compañero de su clase de ingles [+DOM] 
SVO César contempló el actor mientras grababan la película [-DOM] 
SVO Natalie abrigó al señor con su manta preferida. [+DOM] 
SVO Ismael siempre temió el profesor de matemáticas. [-DOM] 
SVO Mario tiró  el libro a la chimenea de su casa. [+DOM] 
SVO David buscó al edificio por toda la ciudad. [+DOM] 
SVO La prometida olvidó el anillo en casa de su amiga.  [-DOM] 
SVO José señaló al árbol que se había caído por la tormenta. [+DOM] 
SVO El chico examinó el motor de su carro durante 5 horas. [-DOM] 
SVO Martín grabó al partido para verlo a la noche. [+DOM] 
SVO El joven apreció el esfuerzo económico por parte de sus padres. [-DOM] 
SVO La directora esperó al taxi tanto tiempo que se quedó dormida. [+DOM] 
SVO El escritor ignoró el comentario de su editor. [-DOM] 
SVO El chico paró al tráfico para agarrar su pelota. [+DOM] 
SVO El abogado vigiló el examen de fin de curso. [-DOM] 
SVO La actriz dibujó al carro de sus sueños.  [+DOM] 
VSO Regañó la niña al hermano por haberse comido sus galletas. [+DOM] 
VSO Arrestó la señora el niño por robar dinero. [-DOM] 
VSO Amó Julio al abuelo toda su vida. [+DOM] 
VSO Invitó el dueño el amigo a un viaje a Puerto Rico. [-DOM] 
VSO Curó Omar al primo de su mejor amigo. [+DOM] 
VSO Rescató la abuela el profesor del incendio.  [-DOM] 
VSO Visitó Pilar al jugador del equipo de fútbol. [+DOM] 
VSO Atacó Naomi el marido mientras dormían. [-DOM] 
VSO Enojó Julián al entrenador por llegar tarde al partido. [+DOM] 
VSO Despidió Julio al hijo en el aeropuerto de Quito. [+DOM] 
VSO Invitó la mujer al mesero a cenar el sábado. [+DOM] 
VSO Calló la hija el padre con sus noticias. [-DOM] 
VSO Lanzó Astrid el papel por los aires.  [-DOM] 
VSO Sacó Eric al teléfono y llamó a su madre. [+DOM] 
VSO Movió Luís el cuchillo para no cortarse. [-DOM] 
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VSO Siguió Sergio al camión por la frontera. [+DOM] 
VSO Corrigió Nico el error antes de terminar el examen.  [-DOM] 
VSO Recordó Silvia al número de su casa  [+DOM] 
VSO Oyó Cesar el ruido del concierto desde su cama. [-DOM] 
VSO Empujó Miguel al carro porque se quedó sin batería. [+DOM] 
VSO Besó Raúl el trofeo y se puso a llorar de la felicidad. [-DOM] 
VSO Pateó Nico al balón y marcó el gol de la vitoria.  [+DOM] 
VSO Fotografió el joven el atardecer desde la playa. [-DOM] 
VSO Miró la doctora al papel pero no entendía nada. [+DOM] 
OVS En la clase al joven lo obedeció el maestro. [+DOM] 
OVS A hablar inglés el estudiante lo forzó Mario. [-DOM] 
OVS Por una semana al joven lo castigó Fernando [+DOM] 
OVS Después de la pelea el chico lo detuvo Daniel [-DOM] 
OVS Con su respuesta al estudiante lo impresionó Jorge. [+DOM] 
OVS Con un arma el doctor lo amenazó Gonzalo. [-DOM] 
OVS En la casa al padre lo arropó el hijo. [+DOM] 
OVS Después de dos días el abuelo lo perdonó el nieto [-DOM] 
OVS Durante el juicio al señor lo defendió Miguel [+DOM] 
OVS Con sus comentarios el artista lo molestó el amigo. [-DOM] 
OVS En el taxi al amigo lo convenció el conductor. [+DOM] 
OVS A dormir en ese lugar el chico lo autorizó el señor. [-DOM] 
OVS En la almohada el diario lo ocultó Javier. [-DOM] 
OVS Después de la fiesta al piso lo lavó Omar. [+DOM] 
OVS En su casa el documento lo escondió Kevin. [-DOM] 
OVS Por la calle al carro lo persiguió Carlos. [+DOM] 
OVS Debajo de la cama el dinero lo encontró Mateo [-DOM] 
OVS En la playa al móvil lo mojó Marcelo. [+DOM] 
OVS En el viaje el pasaporte lo perdió el cantante. [-DOM] 
OVS Durante el juego al tesoro lo enterró Felipe. [+DOM] 
OVS Durante el partido el balón lo agarró el niño. [-DOM] 
OVS Por la mañana el café lo detestó Jorge. [-DOM] 
OVS Desde el primer día el escritorio grande lo quiere el jefe. [-DOM] 
OVS Con sus gafas al anuncio lo vio el guardia. [+DOM] 
 A Juan le gusta el fútbol.  Filler 
 Paco encanta la música jazz. Filler 
 A Fernando le fascina la geografía Filler 
 Pamela interesa la filosofía.  Filler 
 A mi madre le aburre el baloncesto Filler 
 Héctor importa el vóley Filler 
 Le duele la cabeza a mi hermano pequeño Filler 
 Encanta a Miguel la música clásica. Filler 
 Le queda poco dinero al profesor Filler 
 Da miedo mi hija el circo.  Filler 
 Le resulta gracioso la vestimenta a su abuela Filler 
 Parece interesante Julia el juego Filler 


























 Él compró la cerveza y puso en la nevera Filler 
 Jorge vio a su madre y la saludó con un beso Filler 
 Escribió la carta y envió el domingo Filler 
 Miguel vio una araña y la mató pisándola Filler 
 Ana diseñó esa silla y pintó de rojo Filler 
 Sara limpió la botella y la llenó de agua  Filler 
 Pilar termina el examen y pone lo en su mesa. Filler 
 Carla vio la pelea y la grabó con su móvil Filler 
 Mateo escuchó la canción y canto la él solo Filler 
 Olivia adoptó un perro y lo acarició durante horas Filler 
 Javier agarró el bebé y llevó lo a dar un paseo Filler 
 Esta es la camioneta que remolcaron los coches. Filler 
 Este es el submarino que hunden los barcos. Filler 
 Esta es la casa que taparon los letreros. Filler 
 Esta es la palma que tumban los postes. Filler 
 Este es el libro que cubrieron las revistas. Filler 
 Este es el piano que aplastan los sofás. Filler 
 Esta es la puerta que quebraron las motocicletas. Filler 
 Esta es  la balsa que llevan los troncos. Filler 
 Esta es la puerta que estropearon las ventanas. Filler 
 Este es el tren que chocan los coches. Filler 
 Este es el platillo que derribó los aviones. Filler 
 Este es la silla que arrastran los parapentes. Filler 
 Este es el camión que transportó los helicópteros. Filler 
 Este es el avión que destruyen los misiles Filler 
 Carlos vendía la casa, pero nadie la compró. Filler 
 La clase fue a las 9, pero empezó a las 10. Filler 
 Ellos se casaban ayer, pero hoy siguen solteros. Filler 
 Felipe llegó con tiempo, pero apareció tarde en el bar. Filler 
 Lucía lavaba la ropa, pero nunca terminó de hacerlo. Filler 
 El avión aterrizó, pero se estrelló antes de llegar. Filler 
 El viaje era tres horas, pero fueron solo dos. Filler 
 Bruno completó el circuito, pero nunca pudo terminar. Filler 
 Julia sabía la respuesta, pero la olvidó en el examen. Filler 
 Joaquín corrió en la carrera, pero al final no participó. Filler 
 Adrián terminaba su Coca-Cola, pero se derramó. Filler 
 Juan construyó un edificio, pero nunca lo terminó. Filler 
 Jorge escribía un ensayo, pero no lo terminó  Filler 
 Carla venció, pero se rindió a la mitad de la batalla. Filler 
 Lucas se moría de hambre, pero se recuperó rápido. Filler 
 Nadal perdió el partido, pero al final ganó. Filler 
 Todas la mañana se subía al piso 4  Filler 
 Siempre llega el banco el primero Filler 
 Los niños se acercaron al lugar con cuidado Filler 
 Emilio bajó el piso cero en el ascensor Filler 
 Nadie fue al banquete de despedida Filler 
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APPENDIX C: READING TASK WITH EYE-TRACKING 
List A 
David buscó al bar por toda la ciudad. ¿Qué quería David? (A) Beber                          (B) Dormir SVO I [+DOM] 
José señaló al monte desde la ventana del dormitorio. ¿Qué tiene José cerca? (A) El mar                         (B) Las montañas SVO I [+DOM] 
Martín grabó al atardecer con su nueva cámara. ¿Qué hora era? (A) 6 de la mañana           (B) 6 de la tarde SVO I [+DOM] 
Lurdes esperó al mensaje toda la noche sin dormir. ¿Esperó mucho? (A) No                               (B) Sí SVO I [+DOM] 
Inés arañó al suelo una y otra vez. ¿Cómo dejó Inés el suelo? (A) Como nuevo               (B) Con marcas SVO I [+DOM] 
El chico paró al partido y no marcaron más goles. ¿Qué sucedió? 
(A Empezó el partido      (B) Terminó el 
partido 
SVO I [+DOM] 
La actriz salvó al edificio del gran fuego con agua. ¿ Cómo fue la actriz? (A) Frágil                          (B) Valiente SVO I [+DOM] 
La prima apoyó al bastón en la pared de la casa. ¿Qué tenía? (A) Un bastón                   (B) Un paraguas SVO I [+DOM] 
La actriz dibujó al castillo de la película de Disney. ¿Cómo era el castillo? (A) Real                            (B) Animado SVO I [+DOM] 
La abogada sintió al temblor de la tierra. ¿Qué había? (A) Un terremoto               (B) Una sequía SVO I [+DOM] 
Arturo admiró el trofeo con muchos celos y odio. ¿Cómo se sentía Arturo? (A) Celoso                          (B) Tranquilo SVO I [-DOM] 
Ramón tapó el mapa con su paraguas con cuidado. ¿Quería mojar el mapa? (A) No                                (B) Sí SVO I [-DOM] 
Ester golpeó el jarrón con su bolso sin querer. 
¿Por qué estropeó Ester el 
jarrón? 
(A) Porque quería               (B) Por 
accidente 
SVO I [-DOM] 
Nieves escuchó el ruido toda la noche sin descanso. 
¿Cómo estaba Nieves al día 
siguiente? 
(A) Descansada                   (B) Cansada SVO I [-DOM] 
Mario tiró el zapato a la ría de Roma. ¿Cómo está Mario? (A) Descalzo                       (B) Desnudo SVO I [-DOM] 
La novia olvidó el billete en la casa de Julio. ¿Cómo es la novia? (A) Despistada                    (B) Atenta SVO I [-DOM] 
El chico examinó el carro durante dos horas 
seguidas. 
¿De qué trabaja? (A) Mecánico                      (B) Doctor SVO I [-DOM] 
El joven apreció el mensaje de su mejor alumno. ¿De qué trabajaba? (A) Vendedor                      (B) Maestro SVO I [-DOM] 
El cantante ignoró el ruido del público enojado. ¿Estaba el público feliz? (A) No                                 (B) Sí SVO I [-DOM] 
El estudiante vigiló el examen por el profesor. ¿Que completaban? (A) Una tarea                      (B) Una prueba SVO I [-DOM] 
Sacó Eric al pañuelo y se secó las lágrimas. ¿Qué hacía Eric? (A) Llorar                             (B) Hablar VSO I [+DOM] 
Siguió Sergio al taxi por las calles de Madrid. ¿ Dónde estaba Sergio? (A) Asia                               (B) Europa VSO I [+DOM] 
Recordó Silvia al código para abrir el candado. ¿De qué se acordó Silvia? 
(A) Del nombre                   (B) De los 
números 
VSO I [+DOM] 
Empujó Miguel al carrito por las escaleras del ¿Qué estaba haciendo Miguel? (A) La compra                     (B) Deporte VSO I [+DOM] 
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supermercado. 
Pateó Nico al balón casi unas diez veces. ¿Cuánto pateó el balón? 
(A) Pocas veces                    (B) Varias 
veces 
VSO I [+DOM] 
Miró la doctora al reloj durante una hora entera. ¿Por cuánto tiempo? (A) 60min                            (B) 30min VSO I [+DOM] 
Pintó la hija al cuadro desde el estudio del motel. ¿ Qué era la hija? (A) Pintora                           (B) Cantante VSO I [+DOM] 
Atrapó la reina al balón antes de tocar la ventana. ¿Se rompió la ventana? (A) Sí                                   (B) No VSO I [+DOM] 
Respetó la jefa al uniforme de los trabajadores. ¿ Cómo estaba la jefa? (A) Enojada                         (B) Tranquila VSO I [+DOM] 
Reconoció la jueza al error durante el segundo día. ¿Cuándo lo hizo? (A) En el día 1                    (B) En el día 2                 VSO I [+DOM] 
Lanzó Astrid el bolígrafo por los aires dos veces. ¿Por dónde lanzó el bolígrafo? (A) Por el suelo                   (B) Por el aire VSO I [-DOM] 
Movió Luís el sofá a la calle para dormir. ¿ Qué quería hacer Luis? (A) Cocinar                       (B) Descansar VSO I [-DOM] 
Corrigió Nico el error con mucha facilidad y 
tranquilidad. 
¿Cómo se sentía Nico? (A) Nervioso                       (B) Tranquilo VSO I [-DOM] 
Oyó Cesar el tiroteo desde la oficina del trabajo. ¿Dónde estaba Cesar? (A) Trabajando                 (B) En el tiroteo VSO I [-DOM] 
Besó Raúl el trofeo muy emocionado y nervioso. ¿Ganó Raúl la competición? (A) Sí                                 (B) No VSO I [-DOM] 
Fotografió el joven el vestido para la boda de Rosa. ¿Quién es Rosa? (A) La hermana                  (B) La novia VSO I [-DOM] 
Dejó el abogado el caso por miedo a perder. ¿Cómo se sentía? (A) Nervioso                      (B) Tranquilo VSO I [-DOM] 
Deseó el vecino el pastel desde el primer momento. ¿Qué había? (A) Algo dulce                    (B) Algo salado VSO I [-DOM] 
Arrojó el cocinero el cuchillo para impresionarnos. ¿Fue peligroso? (A) Sí                                  (B) No VSO I [-DOM] 
Analizó el chico el guante rojo de su hermana. ¿De quién era el guante? (A) De la hermana              (B) De la madre VSO I [-DOM] 
El niño acusó al señor de las gafas azules. ¿De qué color eran las gafas? (A) Amarillas                      (B) Azules SVO A [+DOM] 
El joven bautizó al hombre el domingo anterior. ¿Cuándo se bautizó?  
(A) Durante le fin de semana   (B) Durante 
la semana 
SVO A [+DOM] 
El actor liberó al compañero con su llave. ¿Le ayudó? (A) No                                    (B) Sí SVO A [+DOM] 
La amiga sorprendió al músico con una actuación. ¿Qué hubo? 
(A) Una sorpresa                   (B) Una 
mentira 
SVO A [+DOM] 
Isabel atendió al juez de la ciudad costera. ¿Dónde estaba la ciudad? (A) En el monte                     (B) En la playa SVO A [+DOM] 
Roberto felicitó al jardinero de su barrio. ¿Tenían jardinero? (A) Sí                                     (B) No SVO A [+DOM] 
Nicole soltó al bebé para jugar y correr. ¿Se podía jugar y correr? (A) No                                   (B) Sí SVO A [+DOM] 
Dolores culpó al director de la crisis económica. ¿Tenían problemas de dinero? (A) Sí                                    (B) No SVO A [+DOM] 
Natalie abrigó al señor con su abrigo nuevo. ¿Qué tiempo hacía? (A) Frío                                (B) Calor SVO A [+DOM] 
El marido bañó al amigo después del viaje. ¿Regresaron del viaje? (A) Sí                                    (B) No SVO A [+DOM] 
El doctor adelantó el ganador y quedó primero. ¿Qué hacían? (A) Correr                             (B) Dormir SVO A [-DOM] 
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El hermano durmió el padre después de la cena. ¿Cenaron? (A) Sí                             (B) No SVO A [-DOM] 
El jugador obligó el seguidor a pagar la .entrada. ¿Gastó dinero? (A) Sí                             (B) No SVO A [-DOM] 
Diego acogió el primo de los Estados Unidos. ¿Qué era? (A) Peruano                   (B) Americano SVO A [-DOM] 
César contempló el entrenador después de la vitoria. ¿Ganaron? (A) No                           (B) Sí SVO A [-DOM] 
Ismael temió siempre el joven con las dos pistolas. ¿Cuántas pistolas? (A) 3                              (B) 2 SVO A [-DOM] 
Bruno traicionó el compañero con el contrato. ¿Es Bruno honesto? (A) No                           (B) Sí SVO A [-DOM] 
Iván asustó el atleta por el parque. ¿Por dónde estaban? (A) En el gimnasio        (B) En la calle SVO A [-DOM] 
La maestra acarició el maestro que lloraba mucho. ¿Qué hacía el maestro? (A) Reír                          (B) Llorar SVO A [-DOM] 
La abuela investigó el trabajador recién llegado. 
¿Cuánto tiempo llevaba 
trabajando? 
(A) Mucho                      (B) Poco VSO A [-DOM] 
Adoptó la escritora al joven con seis años. ¿Qué edad tenía? (A) 3                               (B) 6 VSO A [+DOM] 
Imitó el profesor al chico solo para avergonzarlo. ¿Fue amable? (A) No                            (B) Sí VSO A [+DOM] 
Regañó la niña al hermano por llorar mucho. ¿Qué hacía? (A) Portarse bien            (B) Portarse mal VSO A [+DOM] 
Amó Gael al abuelo toda su vida. ¿Había amor? (A) Sí                              (B) No VSO A [+DOM] 
Curó Omar al padre de su mejor amigo. ¿Quién era? (A) El padre                    (B) La madre VSO A [+DOM] 
Visitó Pilar al hermano de su mejor amigo. ¿Quién era? (A) La hermana              (B) El hermano VSO A [+DOM] 
Enojó Julián al jugador con su celebración. ¿Celebró el gol? (A) Sí                              (B) No VSO A [+DOM] 
Ahogó Hugo al turista durante la noche. ¿Alguien murió? (A) No                             (B) Sí VSO A [+DOM] 
Mencionó el socio al jefe durante la cena. ¿Qué hacían? (A) Cenar                         (B) Desayunar VSO A [+DOM] 
Aceptó el padre al novio de su hija pequeña. ¿Qué hija era? (A) La mayor                    (B) La menor VSO A [+DOM] 
Arrestó la señora el hombre con su carro. ¿Estaba la señora en su carro? (A) No                               (B) Sí VSO A [-DOM] 
Invitó la bailarina el director al evento de ayer. ¿Ya sucedió el evento? (A) No                               (B) Sí VSO A [-DOM] 
Rescató la joven el maestro de las inundaciones. ¿Qué sucedía? (A) Nevaba                        (B) Llovía VSO A [-DOM] 
Atacó Naomi el estudiante durante el baile. ¿Qué hacían? (A) Estudiar                       (B) Bailar VSO A [-DOM] 
Despidió Wendy el amado con una cena romántica. ¿Cómo fue la cena? 
(A) Con mucho amor         (B) Con mucha 
tristeza 
VSO A [-DOM] 
Notó Génesis el niño por debajo de la mesa. ¿Por dónde estaba? (A) Por la cama                  (B) Por el suelo VSO A [-DOM] 
Despreció Simón el obrero que no habla español. ¿Qué idioma habla el obrero? (A) Español                        (B) Otro VSO A [-DOM] 
Acostó Erick el graduado después de beber mucho. ¿Celebraban algo? (A) Sí                                  (B) No VSO A [-DOM] 
Calló la novia el hombre del primer piso. ¿Dónde vivía el hombre? (A) Piso 2                            (B) Piso 1 VSO A [-DOM] 
Abrazó la niña el niño durante el teatro. ¿Qué veían? (A) Una obra                       (B) Una película VSO A [-DOM] 
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Con sus comentarios al artista lo ofendió Omar. ¿Cómo eran los comentarios? (A) Negativos                    (B) Positivos OVS A [+DOM] 
A bailar conmigo al hijo lo forzó el padre. ¿Qué hicimos? (A) Jugar                           (B) Bailar OVS A [+DOM] 
De la sala el trabajador lo expulsó Santiago. ¿Dónde estaban? (A) En la playa                  (B) En el trabajo OVS A [-DOM] 
Por el puerto el profesor lo acompañó Kevin. ¿Caminaron juntos? (A) No                                (B) Sí OVS A [-DOM] 
En el bingo el jefe lo engañó Juan. ¿Qué hacían? (A) Bailar                           (B) Jugar OVS A [-DOM] 
Con sus comentarios el artista lo ofendió Omar. ¿Cómo eran los comentarios? (A) Negativos                     (B) Positivos OVS A [-DOM] 
A bailar conmigo el hijo lo forzó el padre. ¿Qué hicimos? (A) Jugar                             (B) Bailar OVS A [-DOM] 
En la ciudad el delincuente lo detuvo la joven. ¿Dónde estaban? (A) En la ciudad                  (B) En la playa OVS A [-DOM] 
Con su pistola el joven lo amenazó el mesero. ¿Era una situación peligrosa? (A) No                                 (B) Sí OVS A [-DOM] 
Por su teléfono el chico lo perdonó el abuelo. ¿Qué utilizó? 
(A) Su teléfono              (B) Su 
computadora 
OVS A [-DOM] 
En la casa el enfermo lo molestó el doctor. ¿Dónde estaban? (A) En el doctor                   (B) En la casa OVS A [-DOM] 
A jugar aquí el joven lo autorizó el arquero. ¿Qué hacen? (A) Jugar                              (B) Estudiar OVS A [-DOM] 
En el sótano el dinero lo ocultó Javier. ¿Dónde está el dinero? 
(A) En el ático                      (B) En el 
sótano 
OVS I [-DOM] 
En la cesta el dinero lo escondió Kevin. ¿Qué había en la cesta? (A) Dinero                            (B) Comida OVS I [-DOM] 
Por la noche el hogar lo protegió Mateo 
¿Cuándo estaba el hogar 
protegido? 
(A) Por la tarde                     (B) Por la 
noche 
OVS I [-DOM] 
En el parque el juguete lo perdió Oscar. ¿Tiene su juguete? (A) Sí                                    (B) No OVS I [-DOM] 
En la calle el balón lo agarró Juan. ¿Dónde estaban? (A) Afuera                             (B) Adentro OVS I [-DOM] 
En la oficina el teléfono lo quiere el jefe. ¿Qué quiere el jefe? (A) La oficina                        (B) El teléfono OVS I [-DOM] 
En la clase el libro lo encontró el maestro. ¿Dónde estaba? (A) En la calle                        (B) En la clase OVS I [-DOM] 
Para ver mejor el cristal lo limpió el conductor. ¿Qué quería? (A) Ver mejor                         (B) Ver peor OVS I [-DOM] 
De la tienda el libro lo recogió el chico. ¿De dónde? 
(A) De la tienda                      (B) De la 
clase 
OVS I [-DOM] 
Por la noche el piano lo tocó el cantante. ¿Qué se escuchaba? (A) Una guitarra                     (B) Un piano OVS I [-DOM] 
A la cárcel al joven lo condenó Matías. ¿Dónde ira el joven? (A) A prisión                          (B) A casa OVS A [+DOM] 
En la iglesia al cura lo obedeció Pablo. ¿Dónde estaban? 
(A) En una catedral           (B) En una 
iglesia 
OVS A [+DOM] 
Por una semana al estudiante lo castigó Fernando. ¿Cuántos días estará castigada? (A) 5                                    (B) 7 OVS A [+DOM] 
Con su examen al profesor lo impresionó Kevin. ¿Qué hizo? 
(A) Un examen                    (B) Una 
pregunta 
OVS A [+DOM] 
En su cama al niño lo arropó Carlos. ¿Qué tiempo hacía? (A) Calor                              (B) Frío OVS A [+DOM] 
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En la pelea al padre lo defendió el guardia. ¿Qué hacían? (A) Pelearse                          (B) Besarse OVS A [+DOM] 
En el carro al presidente lo convenció el hombre. ¿Qué hacían? (A) Almorzar                       (B) Viajar OVS A [+DOM] 
Para el verano al hombre lo contrató el hermano. ¿Cuándo trabajará? 
(A) En el verano                 (B) En el 
invierno 
OVS A [+DOM] 
Con muchas flores al amante lo asombró el cartero. ¿Qué compró? (A) Flores                            (B) Chocolate OVS A [+DOM] 
Cuando perdió al jugador lo animó el niño. ¿Todos ganaron? (A) Sí                                   (B) No OVS A [+DOM] 
Por la tarde al suelo lo lavó Omar. ¿Cuándo limpió? (A) A la tarde                       (B) A la noche OVS I [+DOM] 
Por la calle al carro lo persiguió Carlos. ¿Qué perseguía? (A) Una moto                       (B) Un carro OVS I [+DOM] 
En la playa al móvil lo mojó Marco. ¿Dónde estaban? (A) En la playa                     (B) En el lago OVS I [+DOM] 
En el bosque al cofre lo enterró Felipe. ¿Dónde está el cofre? 
(A) En el bosque                   (B) En el 
parque 
OVS I [+DOM] 
En la fiesta al vino lo detestó Jorge. ¿Había alcohol? (A) Sí                                     (B) No OVS I [+DOM] 
Desde el monte al edificio lo vio el guardia. ¿Se veía el edificio? (A) No                                    (B) Sí OVS I [+DOM] 
Por el olor al queso lo detesta el bebé. ¿Qué huele mal? (A) El queso                           (B) Matías OVS I [+DOM] 
En su cartera al billete lo guardó Kevin. ¿Qué tenía? (A) Una moneda                     (B) Un billete OVS I [+DOM] 
En el verano al barco lo cuidó solo el hijo. ¿Cuándo? (A) En invierno                      (B) En verano OVS I [+DOM] 
 
 
LIST 2 LIST 3 LIST 4 
Astrid lanzó al bolígrafo por los aires 
dos veces. 
Eric sacó al pañuelo y se secó las lágrimas. Arturo admiró al trofeo con muchos celos y odio. 
Luís movió al sofá a la calle para 
dormir. 
Sergio siguió al taxi por toda la calle. Ramón tapó al mapa con su paraguas con cuidado. 
Nico corrigió al error con mucha 
facilidad y tranquilidad. 
Silvia recordó al código para abrir el candado. Ester golpeó al jarrón con su bolso sin querer. 
Cesar oyó al tiroteo desde la oficina 
del trabajo. 
Miguel empujó al carrito por las escaleras del 
supermercado. 
Nieves escuchó al ruido toda la noche sin descanso. 
Raúl besó al trofeo muy emocionado 
y nervioso. 
Nico pateó al balón casi unas diez veces. Mario tiró al zapato a la ría de Roma. 
El joven fotografió al vestido para la 
boda de Rosa. 
La doctora miró al reloj durante una hora entera. La novia olvidó al billete en la casa de Julio. 
El abogado dejó al caso por miedo a 
perder. 
La hija pintó al cuadro desde el estudio del motel. El chico examinó al carro durante dos horas seguidas. 
El vecino deseó al pastel desde el 
primer momento. 
La reina atrapó al balón antes de tocar la ventana. El joven apreció al mensaje de su mejor alumno. 
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El cocinero arrojó al cuchillo para 
impresionarnos. 
La jefa respetó al uniforme de los trabajadores. El cantante ignoró al ruido del público enojado. 
El chico analizó al guante rojo de su 
hermana. 
La jueza reconoció al error durante el segundo día. El estudiante vigiló al examen por el profesor. 
David buscó el bar por toda la 
ciudad. 
Astrid lanzó el bolígrafo por los aires dos veces. Eric sacó el pañuelo y se secó las lágrimas. 
José señaló el monte desde la 
ventana del dormitorio. 
Luís movió el sofá a la calle para dormir. Sergio siguió el taxi por toda la calle. 
Martín grabó el atardecer con su 
nueva cámara. 
Nico corrigió el error con mucha facilidad y 
tranquilidad. 
Silvia recordó el código para abrir el candado. 
Lurdes esperó el mensaje toda la 
noche sin dormir. 
Cesar oyó el tiroteo desde la oficina del trabajo. Miguel empujó el carrito por las escaleras del 
supermercado. 
Inés arañó el suelo una y otra vez. Raúl besó el trofeo muy emocionado y nervioso. Nico pateó el balón casi unas diez veces. 
El chico paró el partido y no 
marcaron más goles. 
El joven fotografió el vestido para la boda de Rosa. La doctora miró el reloj durante una hora entera. 
La actriz salvó el edificio del gran 
fuego con agua. 
El abogado dejó el caso por miedo a perder. La hija pintó el cuadro desde el estudio del motel. 
La prima apoyó el bastón en la pared 
de la casa. 
El vecino deseó el pastel desde el primer momento. La reina atrapó el balón antes de tocar la ventana. 
La actriz dibujó el castillo de la 
película de Disney. 
El cocinero arrojó el cuchillo para impresionarnos. La jefa respetó el uniforme de los trabajadores. 
La abogada sintió el temblor de la 
tierra. 
El chico analizó el guante rojo de su hermana. La jueza reconoció el error durante el segundo día. 
Admiró Arturo al trofeo con muchos 
celos y odio. 
Buscó David al bar por toda la ciudad. Lanzó Astrid al bolígrafo por los aires dos veces. 
Tapó Ramón al mapa con su 
paraguas con cuidado. 
Señaló José al monte desde la ventana del dormitorio. Movió Luís al sofá a la calle para dormir. 
Golpeó Ester al jarrón con su bolso 
sin querer. 
Grabó Martín al atardecer con su nueva cámara. Corrigió Nico al error con mucha facilidad y 
tranquilidad. 
Escuchó Nieves al ruido toda la 
noche sin descanso. 
Esperó Lurdes al mensaje toda la noche sin dormir. Oyó Cesar al tiroteo desde la oficina del trabajo. 
Tiró Mario al zapato a la ría de 
Roma. 
Arañó Inés al suelo una y otra vez. Besó Raúl al trofeo muy emocionado y nervioso. 
Olvidó la novia al billete en la casa 
de Julio. 
Paró el chico al partido y no marcaron más goles. Fotografió el joven al vestido para la boda de Rosa. 
Examinó el chico al carro durante 
dos horas seguidas. 
Salvó la actriz al edificio del gran fuego con agua. Dejó el abogado al caso por miedo a perder. 
Apreció el joven al mensaje de su 
mejor alumno. 
Apoyó la prima al bastón en la pared de la casa. Deseó el vecino al pastel desde el primer momento. 
Ignoró el cantante al ruido del Dibujó la actriz al castillo de la película de Disney. Arrojó el cocinero al cuchillo para impresionarnos. 
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público enojado. 
Vigiló el estudiante al examen por el 
profesor. 
Sintió la abogada al temblor de la tierra. Analizó el chico al guante rojo de su hermana. 
Sacó Eric el pañuelo y se secó las 
lágrimas. 
Admiró Arturo el trofeo con muchos celos y odio. Buscó David el bar por toda la ciudad. 
Siguió Sergio el taxi por toda la 
calle. 
Tapó Ramón el mapa con su paraguas con cuidado. Señaló José el monte desde la ventana del dormitorio. 
Recordó Silvia el código para abrir el 
candado. 
Golpeó Ester el jarrón con su bolso sin querer. Grabó Martín el atardecer con su nueva cámara. 
Empujó Miguel el carrito por las 
escaleras del supermercado. 
Escuchó Nieves el ruido toda la noche sin descanso. Esperó Lurdes el mensaje toda la noche sin dormir. 
Pateó Nico el balón casi unas diez 
veces. 
Tiró Mario el zapato a la ría de Roma. Arañó Inés el suelo una y otra vez. 
Miró la doctora el reloj durante una 
hora entera. 
Olvidó la novia el billete en la casa de Julio. Paró el chico el partido y no marcaron más goles. 
Pintó la hija el cuadro desde el 
estudio del motel. 
Examinó el chico el carro durante dos horas seguidas. Salvó la actriz el edificio del gran fuego con agua. 
Atrapó la reina el balón antes de 
tocar la ventana. 
Apreció el joven el mensaje de su mejor alumno. Apoyó la prima el bastón en la pared de la casa. 
Respetó la jefa el uniforme de los 
trabajadores. 
Ignoró el cantante el ruido del público enojado. Dibujó la actriz el castillo de la película de Disney. 
Reconoció la jueza el error durante el 
segundo día. 
Vigiló el estudiante el examen por el profesor. Sintió la abogada el temblor de la tierra. 
La señora arrestó al hombre con su 
carro. 
La escritora adoptó al joven con seis años. El doctor adelantó al ganador y quedó primero. 
La bailarina invitó al director al 
evento de ayer. 
El profesor imitó al chico solo para avergonzarlo. El hermano durmió al padre después de la cena. 
La joven rescató al maestro de las 
inundaciones. 
La niña regañó al hermano por llorar mucho. El jugador obligó al seguidor a pagar la entrada. 
Naomi atacó al estudiante durante el 
baile. 
Gael amó al abuelo toda su vida. Diego acogió al primo de los Estados Unidos. 
Wendy despidió al amado con una 
cena romántica. 
Omar curó al padre de su mejor amigo. César contempló al entrenador después de la vitoria. 
Génesis notó al niño por debajo de la 
mesa. 
Pilar visitó al hermano de su mejor amigo. Ismael temió siempre al joven con las dos pistolas. 
Simón despreció al obrero que no 
habla español. 
Julián enojó al jugador con su celebración. Bruno traicionó al compañero con el contrato. 
Erick acostó al graduado después de 
beber mucho. 
Hugo ahogó al turista durante la noche. Iván asustó al atleta por el parque. 
La novia calló al hombre del primer El socio mencionó al jefe durante la cena. La maestra acarició al maestro que lloraba mucho. 
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piso. 
La niña abrazó al niño durante el 
teatro. 
El padre aceptó al novio de su hija pequeña. La abuela investigó al trabajador recién llegado. 
El niño acusó el señor de las gafas 
azules. 
La señora arrestó el hombre con su carro. La escritora adoptó el joven con seis años. 
El joven bautizó el hombre el 
domingo anterior. 
La bailarina invitó el director al evento de ayer. El profesor imitó el chico solo para avergonzarlo. 
El actor liberó el compañero con su 
llave. 
La joven rescató el maestro de las inundaciones. La niña regañó el hermano por llorar mucho. 
La amiga sorprendió el músico con 
una actuación. 
Naomi atacó el estudiante durante el baile. Gael amó el abuelo toda su vida. 
Isabel atendió el juez de la ciudad 
costera. 
Wendy despidió el amado con una cena romántica. Omar curó el padre de su mejor amigo. 
Roberto felicitó el jardinero de su 
barrio. 
Génesis notó el niño por debajo de la mesa. Pilar visitó el hermano de su mejor amigo. 
Nicole soltó el bebé para jugar y 
correr. 
Simón despreció el obrero que no habla español. Julián enojó el jugador con su celebración. 
Dolores culpó el director de la crisis 
económica. 
Erick acostó el graduado después de beber mucho. Hugo ahogó el turista durante la noche. 
Natalie abrigó el señor con su abrigo 
nuevo. 
La novia calló el hombre del primer piso. El socio mencionó el jefe durante la cena. 
El marido bañó el amigo después del 
viaje. 
La niña abrazó el niño durante el teatro. El padre aceptó el novio de su hija pequeña. 
Adelantó el doctor al ganador y 
quedó primero. 
Acusó el niño al señor de las gafas azules. Arrestó la señora al hombre con su carro. 
Durmió el hermano al padre después 
de la cena. 
Bautizó el joven al hombre el domingo anterior. Invitó la bailarina al director al evento de ayer. 
Obligó el jugador al seguidor a pagar 
la entrada. 
Liberó el actor al compañero con su llave. Rescató la joven al maestro de las inundaciones. 
Acogió Diego al primo de los 
Estados Unidos. 
Sorprendió la amiga al músico con una actuación. Atacó Naomi al estudiante durante el baile. 
Contempló César al entrenador 
después de la vitoria. 
Atendió Isabel al juez de la ciudad costera. Despidió Wendy al amado con una cena romántica. 
Temió Ismael siempre al joven con 
las dos pistolas. 
Felicitó Roberto al jardinero de su barrio. Notó Génesis al niño por debajo de la mesa. 
Traicionó Bruno al compañero con el 
contrato. 
Soltó Nicole al bebé para jugar y correr. Despreció Simón al obrero que no habla español. 
Asustó Iván al atleta por el parque. Culpó Dolores al director de la crisis económica. Acostó Erick al graduado después de beber mucho. 
Acarició la maestra al maestro que 
lloraba mucho. 
Abrigó Natalie al señor con su abrigo nuevo. Calló la novia al hombre del primer piso. 
 263 
Investigó la abuela al trabajador 
recién llegado. 
Bañó el marido al amigo después del viaje. Abrazó la niña al niño durante el teatro. 
Adoptó la escritora el joven con seis 
años. 
Adelantó el doctor el ganador y quedó primero. Acusó el niño el señor de las gafas azules. 
Imitó el profesor el chico solo para 
avergonzarlo. 
Durmió el hermano el padre después de la cena. Bautizó el joven el hombre el domingo anterior. 
Regañó la niña el hermano por llorar 
mucho. 
Obligó el jugador el seguidor a pagar la entrada. Liberó el actor el compañero con su llave. 
Amó Gael el abuelo toda su vida. Acogió Diego el primo de los Estados Unidos. Sorprendió la amiga el músico con una actuación. 
Curó Omar el padre de su mejor 
amigo. 
Contempló César el entrenador después de la vitoria. Atendió Isabel el juez de la ciudad costera. 
Visitó Pilar el hermano de su mejor 
amigo. 
Temió Ismael siempre el joven con las dos pistolas. Felicitó Roberto el jardinero de su barrio. 
Enojó Julián el jugador con su 
celebración. 
Traicionó Bruno el compañero con el contrato. Soltó Nicole el bebé para jugar y correr. 
Ahogó Hugo el turista durante la 
noche. 
Asustó Iván el atleta por el parque. Culpó Dolores el director de la crisis económica. 
Mencionó el socio el jefe durante la 
cena. 
Acarició la maestra el maestro que lloraba mucho. Abrigó Natalie el señor con su abrigo nuevo. 
Aceptó el padre el novio de su hija 
pequeña. 
Investigó la abuela el trabajador recién llegado. Bañó el marido el amigo después del viaje. 
De la sala el trabajador lo expulsó 
Santiago. 
A la cárcel al joven lo condenó Matías. De la sala al trabajador lo expulsó Santiago. 
Por el puerto el profesor lo 
acompañó Kevin. 
En la iglesia al cura lo obedeció Pablo. Por el puerto al profesor lo acompañó Kevin. 
En el bingo el jefe lo engañó Juan. Por una semana al estudiante lo castigó Fernando. En el bingo al jefe lo engañó Juan. 
Con sus comentarios el artista lo 
ofendió Omar. 
Con su examen al profesor lo impresionó Kevin. Con sus comentarios al artista lo ofendió Omar. 
A bailar conmigo el hijo lo forzó el 
padre. 
En su cama al niño lo arropó Carlos. A bailar conmigo al hijo lo forzó el padre. 
En la ciudad el delincuente lo detuvo 
la joven. 
En la pelea al padre lo defendió el guardia. En la ciudad al delincuente lo detuvo la joven. 
Con su pistola el joven lo amenazó el 
mesero. 
En el carro al presidente lo convenció la mujer. Con su pistola al joven lo amenazó el mesero. 
Por su teléfono el chico lo perdonó el 
abuelo. 
Para el verano al hombre lo contrató el hermano. Por su teléfono al chico lo perdonó el abuelo. 
En la casa el enfermo lo molestó el 
doctor. 
Con muchas flores al amante lo asombró el cartero. En la casa al enfermo lo molestó el doctor. 
A jugar aquí el joven lo autorizó el 
arquero. 
Cuando perdió al jugador lo animó el niño. A jugar aquí al joven lo autorizó el arquero. 
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En el sótano el dinero lo ocultó 
Javier. 
Por la tarde al suelo lo lavó Omar. En el sótano al dinero lo ocultó Javier. 
En la cesta el dinero lo escondió 
Kevin. 
Por la calle al carro lo persiguió Carlos. En la cesta al dinero lo escondió Kevin. 
Por la noche el hogar lo protegió 
Mateo 
En la playa al móvil lo mojó Marco. Por la noche al hogar lo protegió Mateo 
En el parque el juguete lo perdió 
Oscar. 
En el bosque al cofre lo enterró Felipe. En el parque al juguete lo perdió Oscar. 
En la calle el balón lo agarró Juan. En la fiesta al vino lo detestó Jorge. En la calle al balón lo agarró Juan. 
En la oficina el teléfono lo quiere el 
jefe. 
Desde el monte al edificio lo vio el guardia. En la oficina al teléfono lo quiere el jefe. 
En la clase el libro lo encontró el 
maestro. 
Por el olor al queso lo detesta el bebé. En la clase al libro lo encontró el maestro. 
Para ver mejor el cristal lo limpió el 
conductor. 
En su cartera al billete lo guardó Kevin. Para ver mejor al cristal lo limpió el conductor. 
De la tienda el libro lo recogió el 
chico. 
En el verano al barco lo cuidó solo el hijo. De la tienda al libro lo recogió el chico. 
Por la noche el piano lo tocó el 
cantante. 
En la fiesta al globo lo capturó el niño. Por la noche al piano lo tocó el cantante. 
A la cárcel al joven lo condenó 
Matías. 
De la sala el trabajador lo expulsó Santiago. A la cárcel el joven lo condenó Matías. 
En la iglesia al cura lo obedeció 
Pablo. 
Por el puerto el profesor lo acompañó Kevin. En la iglesia el cura lo obedeció Pablo. 
Por una semana al estudiante lo 
castigó Fernando. 
En el bingo el jefe lo engañó Juan. Por una semana el estudiante lo castigó Fernando. 
Con su examen al profesor lo 
impresionó Kevin. 
Con sus comentarios el artista lo ofendió Omar. Con su examen el profesor lo impresionó Kevin. 
En su cama al niño lo arropó Carlos. A bailar conmigo el hijo lo forzó el padre. En su cama el niño lo arropó Carlos. 
En la pelea al padre lo defendió el 
guardia. 
En la ciudad el delincuente lo detuvo el joven. En la pelea el padre lo defendió el guardia. 
En el carro al presidente lo 
convenció el hombre. 
Con su pistola el joven lo amenazó el mesero. En el carro el presidente lo convenció el hombre. 
Para el verano al hombre lo contrató 
el hermano. 
Por su teléfono el chico lo perdonó el abuelo. Para el verano el hombre lo contrató el hermano. 
Con muchas flores al amante lo 
asombró el cartero. 
En la casa el enfermo lo molestó el doctor. Con muchas flores el amante lo asombró el cartero. 
Cuando perdió al jugador lo animó el 
niño. 
A jugar aquí el joven lo autorizó el arquero. Cuando perdió el jugador lo animó el niño. 
Por la tarde al suelo lo lavó Omar. En el sótano el dinero lo ocultó Javier. Por la tarde el suelo lo lavó Omar. 
Por la calle al carro lo persiguió En la cesta el dinero lo escondió Kevin. Por la calle el carro lo persiguió Carlos. 
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Carlos. 
En la playa al móvil lo mojó Marco. Por la noche el hogar lo protegió Mateo En la playa el móvil lo mojó Marco. 
En el bosque al cofre lo enterró 
Felipe. 
En el parque el juguete lo perdió Oscar. En el bosque el cofre lo enterró Felipe. 
En la fiesta al vino lo detestó Jorge. En la calle el balón lo agarró Juan. En la fiesta el vino lo detestó Jorge. 
Desde el monte al edificio lo vio el 
guardia. 
En la oficina el teléfono lo quiere el jefe. Desde el monte el edificio lo vio el guardia. 
Por el olor al queso lo detesta el 
bebé. 
En la clase el libro lo encontró el maestro. Por el olor el queso lo detesta el bebé. 
En su cartera al billete lo guardó 
Kevin. 
Para ver mejor el cristal lo limpió el conductor. En su cartera el billete lo guardó Kevin. 
En el verano al barco lo cuidó solo el 
hijo. 

















APPENDIX D: BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
Native Speakers 
 
1) ¿Cuál es tu número de participante?* 
2) ¿Cuál es tu fecha de nacimiento?* 
3) ¿Cuántos años tienes?* 
4) ¿Cuál es tu correo electrónico? 
5) ¿En qué país naciste?* 
6) Si has vivido en otro países, menciónalos”* 
7) ¿Cuál es tu último nivel de estudios?* 
 Escuela primaria o colegio 
 Parte de la preparatoria/secundaria 
 Diploma de la preparatoria/secundaria 
Parte de la la licenciatura 
 Licenciatura 
 Nivel técnico 
 Parte de los estudios de posgrado 
 Título de posgrado 
 Otro 
8) ¿Cuál es el lugar donde completaste/está completando estos títulos? 
Preparatoria/secundaria:   
Licenciatura o título técnico:   
Estudios de posgrado:   
9) ¿En qué país nacieron sus padres? (Si no l@ criaron sus padres, puede contestar por las personas que 
sí l@ cuidaron.) 
Madre:   
Padre:   
10) ¿Cuál es el último nivel de educación de su madre? (Si no l@ criaron sus padres, puede contestar por 
las personas que sí l@ cuidaron.) 
 Completó parte de la preparatoria/secundaria 
 Diploma de la preparatoria/secundaria 
Completó parte de la licenciatura 
 Licenciatura 
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 Nivel técnico 
 Completó parte de los estudios de posgrado 
 Título de posgrado 
 Otro 
11) ¿Cuál es el último nivel de educación de su padre? (Si no l@ criaron sus padres, puede contestar por 
las personas que sí l@ cuidaron.) 
 Completó parte de la preparatoria/secundaria 
 Diploma de la preparatoria/secundaria 
 Completó parte de la licenciatura 
 Licenciatura 
 Nivel técnico 
 Completó parte de los estudios de posgrado 
 Título de posgrado 
 Otr 
12) ¿Desde qué edad escucha/habla el español? (Si el español es la lengua de su familia, puede contestar 
"0".)* 
13) ¿Cuál es su nivel de habilidad general del español?* 
1 – Bajo 
 2 – Bastante alto 
 3 – Alto 
 4 – Excelente 
 5 – Soy como un hablante nativo 
14) ¿Qué idioma/s habla con su familia?* 
 1 – Solo el español 
 2 – El español y otro/s 
 3 – Otro/s idioma/s 
15) Si seleccionó 2 o 3 como respuesta a la última pregunta (i.e. habla una lengua que no sea el español 
con su familia), ¿cuál/es es/son esas otras lengua/s? 
Primera lengua:   
Segunda lengua:   
Tercera lengua:   
Cuarta lengua:   
16) Califique su nivel de dominio general en cada uno de los idiomas mencionados arriba en una escala de 1 a 5.  
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1 – Bajo 
2 – Bastante alto 
3 – Alto 
4 – Excelente 
5 – Soy como un hablante nativo 
Primera lengua:   
Segunda lengua:   
Tercera lengua:   
Cuarta lengua:   
17) ¿Qué otro/s idioma/s empezó a estudiar por primera vez como adolescente o adult@? 
Primera lengua:   
Segunda lengua:   
Tercera lengua:   
Cuarta lengua:   
18) Califique su nivel de dominio general en cada uno de los idiomas mencionados arriba en una escala 
de 1 a 5. 
 
1 – Bajo 
2 – Bastante alto 
3 – Alto 
4 – Excelente 
5 – Soy como un hablante nativo 
Primera lengua:  
Segunda lengua:   
Tercera lengua:   
Cuarta lengua:   
19) ¿Aproximadamente qué porcentaje del tiempo usas el español? 
 Entre el 0 y el 25% 
 Entre el 26 y el 50% 
Entre el 51 y el 75% 
Entre el 76 y el 100% 
20) ¿Aproximadamente qué porcentaje del tiempo usas el inglés? 
 Entre el 0 y el 25% 
 Entre el 26 y el 50% 
 Entre el 51 y el 75% 
 Entre el 76 y el 100% 
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21) ¿Aproximadamente qué porcentaje del tiempo usas otra/s lengua/s (que no sea/n ni el español ni el 
inglés?? 
 Entre el 0 y el 25% 
 Entre el 26 y el 50% 
 Entre el 51 y el 75% 
 Entre el 76 y el 100% 
 No uso otra lengua que esas dos. 





Participant research ID number 
Name * 
Age * 
1) What is your highest level of education completed? 
2) Country of origin 
3) If you were not born in the U.S., during what ages did you live in your country of origin? 
4) If you were not born in the U.S., how long have you lived in the U.S. for? 
5) Where are your parents/ caregivers from? * 
6) What languages do your parents/ caregivers speak? * 
7) What do your parents do for a living? * 
8) What is your parents' highest level of schooling? 
9) At what age did you first begin to learn English? 
10) At what age did you first begin to learn Spanish? 
11) Did you speak both English and Spanish before the age of 5? * 
Yes 
No 







 If you answered "Other" above please specify: 












15) Do you have siblings? 
Yes 
No 
16) How many? 
17) Are they older or younger? 













20) Did your grandparents live at home? * 
Yes 
No 


























26) Did you attend daycare or were you cared at home before age 5? 
Daycare 
Home 
Home with who? 






28) Did you play with other Spanish-speaking children? 
Yes 
No 






30) Did you watch TV in Spanish? * 
Yes 
No 




















35) Did you attend elementary school in the U.S.? 
Yes 
No 
36) Did you have Spanish as a foreign/ second language in elementary 
Yes 
No 




More than 10 hours 
N/A 
38) Did you have Spanish-speaking friends at school? 
Yes 
No 


















42) Did you attend middle school in the U.S.? * 
Yes 
No 
43) Was English the primar * y language of instruction? 
Yes 
No 
44) Did you ha * ve Spanish as a foreign/ second language in middle school? 
Yes 
No 




More than 10 hours 
N/A 






















50) Did you attend high school in the U.S.? * 
Yes 
No 
51) Was English the primary language of instruction? 
Yes 
No 
52) Did you have Spanish as a foreign/ second language in high school? 
Yes 
No 





More than 10 hours 
54) Did you have Spanish-speaking friends at school? 
Yes 
No 






56) Did you travel to a Spanish-speaking country? 
Yes 
No 
57) Where? * 
58) For how long? * 
59) How often? 
60) Rate your current o verall language ability in ENGLISH 
understand but cannot speak 
understand and can speak with great difficulty 
understand and speak but with some difficulty 
understand and speak comfortably, with little difficulty 
understand and speak fluently like a native speaker 
61) Rate your current overall language ability in SPANISH 
understand but cannot speak 
understand and can speak with great difficulty 
understand and speak but with some difficulty 
understand and speak comfortably, with little difficulty 
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understand and speak fluently like a native speaker 
62) On a scale of 1 to 5, rate you abilities in English and Spanish. (1= poor; 2= 
needs work; 3= good; 4= very good; 5= native speaker command) 
English Reading  
English Speaking  
English Writing 
Spanish Reading  
Spanish Speaking  
Spanish Listening 
Spanish Writing 





64) In general, as a young adult, which language do you prefer to use? 
English 
Spanish 
It depends on whom I talk to 
Both 
65) Would you like to impro * ve your Spanish language skills? 
Yes 
No 
66) How is Spanish important for you? 
67) Do you think it is important to maintain and improve your Spanish? 
68) How do you think you can use more Spanish in your future? 
 
